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ABSTRACT 
 
 Community college students who transfer to four-year universities face a variety of 
academic, social, and psychological challenges as they adjust to new postsecondary 
institutions (Laanan, 2001; Townsend, 2008).  Student success through the transfer process is 
positively influenced by accumulated knowledge, skills, and experiences from the 
community college environment, characterized as transfer student capital (Laanan, Starobin, 
and Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012).  Because community college students are less likely to 
interact with their institutions through structured out-of-classroom living-learning 
communities, it is especially important to examine the role of classroom experiences on 
educational outcomes for this population (Tinto, 2000).   
 The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of academic experiences in the 
classroom and with community college faculty members on transfer student outcomes at 
four-year universities, specifically self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment.  A 
hypothesized structural model of academic forms of transfer student capital and their 
relationship with self-efficacy/intent to persist was tested using Laanan-Transfer Student 
Questionnaire (L-TSQ) data from community college transfer students at two public 
universities in the Midwest.  The results of this study provide insight about the influence of 
specific forms of student-faculty interaction and classroom experiences on academic 
adjustment at four-year universities.  The associated implications for research, policy, and 
practice presented in this study provide information that will help community college and 
university educators and policy makers to promote successful completion for increasing 
numbers of community college transfer students.  
1 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
American community colleges have an established transfer mission, providing access 
to four-year degree programs for traditionally under-served students. In a policy report 
focusing on American community colleges, Coley (2000) noted that “somewhere between 
one-quarter and one-half of beginning community college students who have plans for some 
type of degree eventually transfer to a four-year school” (p. 22). Once community college 
students arrive on the four-year campus, they face a variety of academic, social, and 
psychological challenges (Laanan, 2001; Townsend, 2008). These challenges are mediated 
by various forms of personal and academic capital, which assist students in moving toward 
their educational goals (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012).  
Researchers have documented the significant and positive impact of student 
interactions with faculty on various measures of student success, including intellectual and 
personal growth and development (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005), academic integration and intent to persist in college (Barnett, 2010), GPA, 
satisfaction, critical thinking, and communication (Kim & Sax, 2009). However, most studies 
examining the educational outcomes of student-faculty interactions have focused on out-of-
classroom experiences.  
Because community college students are less likely to live on-campus, they are also 
less likely to begin the four-year college experience within an intentionally structured, out-
of-classroom learning environment (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Therefore, classrooms at the 
community college and four-year transfer institution are the primary places where students 
access and interact with faculty, and are the critical settings for academic and social 
integration (Tinto, 1998). Researchers exploring the role of classroom experiences with 
2 
 
faculty members on the educational outcomes of community college students have found 
significant influences on academic integration, intent to persist (Barnett, 2010), academic and 
social transfer adjustment (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011), academic performance, 
coping ability, and satisfaction (Moser, 2012).  
Clearly, the complex transition that community college students face upon 
transferring to a four-year institution encompasses both critical classroom interactions and 
broader, out-of-classroom experiences. To build a more comprehensive literature on the 
impact of community college student experiences on academic success after transfer, it is 
important to focus attention on classroom and faculty interactions.  
Statement of the Problem 
The process of transition and adjustment to four-year institutions is a complex and 
challenging one for community college students. Transfer students are required to navigate 
new academic expectations and cultures (Hills, 1965; Diaz, 1992; Cejda, 1997) along with 
broader social and psychological transitions in the four-year environment (Townsend, 1995; 
Davies & Dickmann, 1998; Laanan, 2001, 2007). The range of skills, experiences, and 
knowledge that assist students in their transition to four-year universities has been 
characterized as transfer student capital, and includes experiences with courses, academic 
counseling, perceptions of the transfer process, learning and study skills (Laanan, Starobin, & 
Eggleston, 2011), experiences and interactions with faculty, financial fluency, mentoring 
relationships, and motivation (Moser, 2012).  
Over the past several decades, researchers have documented impactful practices that 
assist new students with the transition to college and persistence to graduation (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1991). This body of literature, however, has focused primarily on out-of-
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classroom experiences that are typically accessible to traditional students, especially those 
who live in campus residence halls or take part in other structured, out-of-classroom 
initiatives. Community college students are more likely to live off-campus and to balance 
complex work and family responsibilities (Cohen & Brawer, 2008), making many traditional, 
out-of-classroom initiatives less accessible.  
Institutional commitment is important for the successful persistence of college 
students (Tinto, 1993), and classroom experiences are a stronger predictor of institutional 
commitment at two-year colleges than at four-year universities, where social integration has 
greater impact (Strauss & Volkwein, 2004). Given this reality, the classroom environment is 
especially critical for community college transfer students in connecting with the academic 
and social life of the institution (Tinto, 1997).  
Rendón (1993) highlighted the critical importance of a validating classroom 
environment in the success of community college students. Building on this work, Barnett 
(2010) identified a gap in research on the role of classroom experiences on educational 
outcomes and its relevance to transfer students. After finding that faculty validation in the 
classroom significantly predicted academic integration and persistence for community 
college students, Barnett (2010) called for more research on the impact of student-faculty 
interaction, especially related to faculty validation, in the classroom. In her study revisiting 
the concept of transfer student capital, Moser (2012) also called for more research on faculty 
validation and other forms of classroom engagement for the transfer student population. If 
the classroom environment is the most accessible, and often only place where community 
college students make social and academic connections with the institution, more research 
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needs to investigate the ways in which classroom practices and interactions influence 
academic success.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of background characteristics, 
classroom experiences, and interactions with faculty at the community college on self-
efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at four-year universities. This study 
hypothesized that academic transfer student capital, comprised of course-related skills and 
experiences and various types of connections with faculty members at the community 
college, positively influence self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the 
transfer institution. This study was delimited to include community college transfer students 
at two four-year public research universities in the Midwest. Exogenous variables in the 
hypothesized model included community college academic skills and experiences, and the 
endogenous variables were self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the 
four-year university. The study also sought to investigate influence of background 
characteristics such as parental education, parental income, age, gender, and number of credit 
hours transferred to the university on self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment 
outcomes. 
Classroom experiences at the community college and the four-year university were 
measured through student responses to the Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-TSQ). 
Items used as exogenous variables in this study addressed skills developed in the classroom, 
sense of academic preparation, course learning activities, and various experiences and 
interactions with faculty. Self-report items on the L-TSQ provided information about 
background characteristics for one of the institutional datasets, and data shared by the Office 
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of the Registrar provided background characteristics for the second institutional dataset. Self-
efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment were used as endogenous variables in the 
study, and both were factors derived from responses to self-report items on the L-TSQ.  
Research Questions 
This study examined the ways in which community college academic experiences 
influenced post-transfer academic success for community college transfer students, as 
measured by self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the university. The 
following research questions guided this study:  
 What are the demographic characteristics of transfer students from Iowa community 
colleges enrolled in two Midwest public universities? 
 What are the academic experiences of transfer students at Iowa community colleges 
and four-year public universities? 
 Are there significant differences in self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic 
adjustment by student background characteristics such as age, gender, parental 
income, parental education, and number of transfer credit hours? 
 Are there significant differences in student-faculty interactions and classroom 
experiences by gender? Do significant relationships exist among measures of 
academic transfer student capital, including student-faculty interactions, classroom 
experiences, and student background characteristics? 
 How do classroom experiences and student-faculty interactions at the community 
college, characterized as academic transfer student capital, influence academic 
adjustment and self-efficacy/intent to persist at four-year universities? 
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Theoretical Framework 
This study was guided by a set of frameworks: (1) Tinto’s (2001) concept of the 
college classroom as community; (2) Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston’s (2011) predictive 
model of academic and social transfer student adjustment; and (3) Astin’s (1984) Theory of 
Student Involvement.  
 Tinto (2000) conceptualized the college classroom as a community where academic 
and social experiences are bridged, and where connections with faculty and peers ultimately 
lead to engagement with the broader campus community. This is especially relevant for 
transfer students, who are less likely to live on-campus, and therefore also less likely to begin 
the four-year experience within an intentional, out-of-classroom learning environment. Tinto 
(2000) explained: 
[E]ngagement in the community of the classroom can become a gateway for 
subsequent student involvement in the academic and social communities of the 
college generally. Thus it is easy to understand the frequent observation that if 
students, especially those who commute, do not get engaged within the classroom, 
they are unlikely to get engaged beyond the classroom. (p. 82) 
The concept of classroom engagement recognizes the role of student behaviors, such 
as the frequency and quality of effort expended on educational activities, along with 
institutional efforts, such as the inclusiveness of educational environments and the quality of 
academic opportunities afforded to students (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). 
Therefore, validating and engaging classroom communities require both student involvement 
and intentional design by educators and administrators.  
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Tinto (2000) outlined ways in which the classroom as a community is connected to 
persistence, including through the development of supportive peer groups, the ability of 
students to make social connections while working on academic tasks, and increased 
involvement and effort on class work, both inside and outside the classroom. This conceptual 
framework was operationalized in the current study by examining community college and 
four-year university classroom experiences and interactions with faculty as exogenous 
variables in a structural equation model, with outcome variables of self-efficacy/intent to 
persist and academic adjustment. Essentially, engaging classroom experiences characterized 
by meaningful interactions with faculty were hypothesized as predictors of important 
outcomes for community college transfer students, influencing academic adjustment to the 
transfer institution through increased confidence in their ability persist to degree completion.  
This study was also informed by the predictive models of academic and social 
transfer student adjustment, developed by Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011). These 
models were grounded in the notion that “cumulative knowledge and experiences of the 
higher education environment promote successful adjustment when students transfer from a 
community college to a 4-year university” (p. 180). These experiences and sources of 
knowledge, developed at the community college, are conceptualized as “transfer student 
capital,” a term that includes course learning, experiences with faculty, and related academic 
and social forms of involvement (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011). The model has four 
linear blocks that predict academic and social transfer adjustment, including: student 
background, community college experiences, transfer capital, and university experiences.  
Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) applied their model in a study of community 
college transfer students, and found that several factors in the four blocks were statistically 
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significant in predicting academic transfer adjustment in a positive direction: (1) experiences 
with courses at the community college (community college experiences block);  (2) learning 
and study skills gained at the community college (transfer student capital block); (3) 
perceptions of the university; and (3) course learning (university experiences block). 
Building on this study, Moser (2012) applied a similar model and found that additional forms 
of transfer student capital, specifically interactions and experiences with faculty at the 
community college and self-efficacy/motivation, predicted stronger academic performance at 
the university.  
The results of these studies provided a foundation for further examination of the 
impact of community college skills and experiences on transfer student success at four-year 
universities. The current study focused on the academic elements of Laanan, Strobin, and 
Eggleston’s (2011) models and Moser’s (2012) revision, operationalizing faculty and 
classroom-related skills and experiences at the community college into a structural equation 
model, testing the hypothesis that academic forms of transfer student capital positively 
influence self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the four-year university.  
Astin (1984) established a theory of student development that connects involvement 
behaviors, both physical and psychological, to positive outcomes such as learning, 
development, and persistence in college. Astin made clear that involvement includes energy 
expended on both curricular activities, such as studying, and co-curricular activities, such as 
student organizations and residence hall programming. This theory is especially relevant to 
this study, as it sought to explore the classroom learning activities of community college 
transfer students in addition to broader experiences and interactions with faculty for their 
impact on student academic success.  
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Significance of the Study 
Policy makers and government officials have called for increased graduation and 
completion rates in American community colleges despite budget shortfalls and increasingly 
diverse student needs (Moltz, 2010). To achieve these goals, policy makers will need more 
comprehensive information about the experiences, skills, and practices that predict successful 
adjustment and persistence for students who begin their educational journeys at community 
colleges. Given the critical role that open-access community colleges play in providing 
pathways to the baccalaureate degree for traditionally underserved students (Laanan, 2001), 
it is important to understand the experiences that lead to success along this path in order to 
craft effective policies that promote completion.  
Berger and Malaney (2003) found that students most successful in adjusting 
academically to a four-year university from community colleges were those who had 
prepared most for the transfer process. This highlights the importance of equipping 
community college and university practitioners with accurate and comprehensive information 
about transfer students, and the experiences that will help them succeed academically at four-
year institutions. This study was designed to gather information about the academic 
experiences prior to transfer that predict self-efficacy/intent to persist and adjustment.  
The emphasis on classroom experiences and interactions with faculty in this study 
provides useful information about pedagogical strategies that positively impact student 
success. In addition, student affairs and academic support professionals benefit from learning 
more about which services most promote academic success, whether tutoring and study skills 
assistance or innovative programs that provide students with more access to instructional 
faculty. 
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Finally, this study contributes to the growing body of research on the transfer student 
experience. While historical work on transfer students focused primarily on student GPA 
post-transfer (Hills, 1965), more recent work has examined the complex range of social, 
academic, and psychological transition experiences and their relationship to student success 
(Laanan, 2007; Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012). This study will examine 
the relationship of these complex experiences and perceptions on post-transfer academic 
success, with an emphasis on experiences connected to the classroom. This is especially 
relevant given research that found a significant relationship between academic success in the 
first semester after transfer and long-term persistence at four-year universities (Ishitani, 
2006).  
Definition of Terms 
These definitions provide clarification on the meaning of key terms used in this study: 
Academic success. In this study, post-transfer academic success was measured by 
academic adjustment and self-efficacy/intent to persist at the four-year university, after 
transfer from the community college. 
Academic transfer student capital. This term builds on the concept of transfer 
student capital, as defined by Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011), as the “cumulative 
knowledge and experiences of the higher education environment [that] promote successful 
adjustment when students transfer from a community college to a 4-year university” (p. 180). 
In this study, the concept is developed to focus on academic forms of transfer student capital, 
including interactions and experiences with faculty, mentoring, faculty validation, learning 
and study skills, course learning, and experiences in general courses. 
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Iowa community college. Any of the fifteen postsecondary institutions designated by 
the Iowa Department of Education as Iowa Community Colleges, specifically: Northeast 
Iowa Community College, North Iowa Area Community College, Iowa Lakes Community 
College, Northwest Iowa College, Iowa Central Community College, Iowa Valley 
Community College, Hawkeye Community College, Eastern Iowa Community College, 
Kirkwood Community College, Des Moines Area Community College, Western Iowa Tech 
Community College, Iowa Western Community College, Southwestern Community College, 
Indian Hills Community College, and Southeastern Community College.  
L-TSQ. Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnaire. A survey instrument developed by 
Frankie Santos Laanan, Ph.D. (2004) that measures the experiences of community college 
transfer students at the community college and at the four-year university. This instrument 
was updated by Kristin Moser, Ph.D. in 2012 to include additional items related to 
community college and university experiences (Moser, 2012). Moser’s version was used in 
the current study. 
Transfer students. This study defined transfer students as those who started their 
postsecondary education at a community college and moved to a four-year institution to 
continue their education. This type of movement from a two-year to a four-year institution is 
also known as vertical or upward transfer.  
Self-efficacy/Intent to persist. This outcome variable is a construct that combines 
the student belief that they have the skills necessary to succeed in college (efficacy) and their 
plans to persist to graduation at their university.  
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Summary 
This study contributes to the growing body of research on the complex adjustment 
process of community college students to four-year universities. Unlike previous work on 
transfer, which focused largely on the impact of out-of-classroom experiences and 
interactions, this study focused on the role of classroom and faculty experiences on the 
academic success of community college transfer students. This is especially important given 
the large number of non-traditional students who begin the pursuit of a baccalaureate degree 
in community colleges—many of whom have less access to structured, out-of-classroom 
learning experiences.  
The theoretical framework conceptualized the classroom setting as a community 
within the larger campus (Tinto, 1997), where transfer students engage in involvement 
behaviors that have the potential to positively impact academic outcomes (Astin, 1984). 
Guided by the hypothetical predictive model of academic and social transfer student 
adjustment (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011), this study examined the role of academic 
transfer student capital in the form of community college classroom and faculty experiences 
on self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at four-year universities. The 
results provide information for policy makers, educators, and practitioners about the types of 
experiences and practices that predict success after transfer. This knowledge creates 
opportunities for new and effective approaches to increasing graduation and completion rates 
for community college transfer students.    
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
An increasing body of literature in higher education has focused on community 
college students, including the process and outcomes experienced by those who pursue 
transfer to a four-year university. While community colleges are a more recent addition to the 
higher education system in the United States than four-year universities, they have now been 
present in this country for over a century. During that time, community colleges have driven 
the democratization of higher education by opening postsecondary access to those 
underserved by other colleges and universities, including minorities, women, part-time 
students, returning adult students, and those with weaker academic records in high school. 
Ultimately, many students who begin in the community college move on to four-year 
universities to complete a baccalaureate degree. 
 This chapter explores the history of community colleges nationally and in Iowa, 
including demographic information about students enrolled in these institutions. Next, it 
reviews research findings related to the transfer process, academic adjustment, the role of 
background characteristics, and academic performance once students reach the four-year 
university. Finally, the chapter explores the accumulated findings of studies examining 
transfer students’ academic experiences at community colleges and four-year universities, 
including the role of accumulated transfer student capital.  
Community Colleges 
National historical context 
Junior and community colleges have been a part of the American educational 
landscape since the early 1900s (Johnson, 1973). While the purpose of the earliest junior 
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colleges “was to offer the first two years of college work to prepare the student to transfer to 
the four-year college or university” (Johnson, 1973, p. 46), these public and private 
institutions ultimately broadened to serve a variety of functions, including “academic transfer 
preparation, vocational-technical education, continuing education, developmental education, 
and community service” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 22). From the beginning of the 
collegiate/transfer function, community colleges worked to mimic the introductory and 
liberal arts courses offered by nearby universities to allow for the establishment of 
articulation agreements, resulting transferability to baccalaureate programs.  
The growth in community college locations and enrollments throughout the twentieth 
century corresponded with the diversification of students entering higher education, opening 
doors to students from low-income and working-class families, women, minorities, and those 
with marginal academic performance in secondary schools (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). The 
number of community colleges and their enrollments increased significantly in the 1960s, 
propelled by population growth of the late teen to early twenties age group, the congruity of 
community college open access missions, and with the heightened social consciousness of 
the times (Dassance, 2011). Recent efforts by community college administrators, driven in 
part by directives from government leaders, have focused on translating educational 
opportunity in the form of affordable access to higher education into completion, student 
learning, and degree attainment (Dassance, 2011).  
Because community colleges enroll larger proportions of minority, low-income, and 
underprepared students than other higher education institutions within a low-cost 
environment, the transfer function has become an important way for states to provide 
educational opportunities for a large number of residents (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). 
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Community colleges and four-year institutions have supported this function through the 
creation of transfer resource centers, transfer-specific academic advisors, cross-institutional 
fairs, and other functions that provide prospective students information about the complex 
transfer process.  
Historical context in Iowa 
Iowa was slightly behind other states in establishing junior and community colleges. 
During a period of relative economic prosperity, and within an environment of strong 
secondary schools in the state, the first junior college in Iowa was established in Mason City 
in 1918. Junior colleges were developed as extensions of secondary schools by local school 
boards and high school officials, as recommended by the U.S. Bureau of Education, with 
course offerings primarily in college preparatory areas (Johnson, 1973; Varner, 2006). By the 
end of the 1920’s, approximately thirty junior colleges were established in Iowa (Johnson, 
1973). In 1927, oversight and approval for junior colleges shifted to the state level, with the 
State Department of Public Instruction granted with supervising authority (Johnson, 1973).  
Organization and oversight of Iowa community colleges has changed significantly 
over the decades. The 58
th
 General Assembly in Iowa approved legislation in 1959 allowing 
that a statewide system of two-year institutions be created, with each area given the option to 
develop a comprehensive community college or vocational school (Iowa Department of 
Education, 2010). The state was ultimately divided into fifteen different areas, with one 
vocational or community college per area. As a result, the State of Iowa has been home to 
fifteen open-access two-year colleges, overseen by the Iowa Department of Education 
(formerly the State Department of Public Instruction), since the late 1960s. By 1980, all of 
these institutions were accredited by the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 
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(Iowa Department of Education, 2010). Oversight of each college was provided by local 
boards of trustees, with funding obtained from a combination of local funds, state aid based 
on enrollment and instructional hours, and tuition (Varner, 2006).  
The impact of community colleges in Iowa on educational culture and access was 
significant. Educational and political leaders in Iowa created a unique system that 
encouraged the development of comprehensive community colleges, merging vocational-
technical education with liberal arts/transfer programs throughout the state, rather than 
creating separate systems (Varner, 2006). By 1993, all area/junior colleges in Iowa were 
comprehensive community colleges. As summarized by Varner (2006), “With relatively low 
cost, open admissions policies, new offerings for diverse groups, and located within a one-
hour drive of most areas, the colleges popularized and democratized post-secondary 
education in the state” (p. 2).  
 As in the founding period, student transfer continues to serve as an important 
function of community colleges in Iowa. The Iowa Code Section 260C.1 identifies twelve 
“services that should be included in a community college’s mission,” with one being “the 
first two years of college work, including pre-professional education” (Iowa Department of 
Education, 2010, p. 3). This transfer function was improved with the formation of the Liaison 
Advisory Community on Transfer Students (LACTS) in 1972, which paved the way for 
articulation agreements between community colleges and public universities in Iowa. In 
1981, The Associate of Arts Articulation Agreement was approved, allowing students with 
Associate of Arts (AA) degrees from Iowa community colleges to transfer as juniors to 
Regent Universities with all or most of their general education programs completed (Varner, 
2006). This created a clearer pathway to the baccalaureate degree for many students in Iowa 
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who began their educational journey at the community college. However, articulation 
challenges still exist, in that many academic programs within four-year institutions have the 
ability to limit the number of credit hours they accept, even when courses appear to have 
similar content and objectives (Mullin, 2012).  
Enrollments at community colleges have increased significantly over the decades. In 
the fall semester of 2010, Iowa community colleges enrolled a record 106,597 students (Iowa 
Department of Education, 2010). College parallel programs, or those designed to transfer to 
four-year degree programs, enrolled the largest number of students within Iowa community 
colleges (Iowa Department of Education, 2010).  
Community colleges are enrolling an increasing proportion of college students 
overall. In the fall of 2009, 50% of first-time, full-time, degree-seeking undergraduate 
students entering postsecondary education enrolled in a two-year public institution, along 
with 74.2% of first-time, part-time students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). 
These data support the common understanding that community colleges enroll a large 
percentage of American undergraduates, and an even larger percentage of part-time students 
with diverse backgrounds and out-of-school commitments.  
Community college students 
The growth in community college enrollments has corresponded with the 
diversification of higher education. Minority students, students from lower socioeconomic 
groups (Cohen & Brawer, 2008), and immigrant students (Teranishi, Suárez-Orozco, & 
Suárez-Orozco, 2011) are more likely to begin in community colleges as the pathway to a 
baccalaureate degree. In Iowa community colleges, approximately 55% of students are 
female, and the average age is 23 (Iowa Department of Education, 2010). Part-time students 
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comprise just under half of Iowa community college enrollments, which is a much larger 
percentage of part-time students than are seen at four-year institutions (Iowa Department of 
Education, 2010). Community colleges also enroll a larger proportion of students from low-
income and single-parent families as compared to four-year colleges and universities 
(Handel, 2011).  
Community college students have cited a number of reasons for choosing a two-year 
institution, including: lower cost, proximity to home, and the ability to work while enrolled 
in college (Nora & Rendón, 1990). Mullin (2011) noted that a “conservative savings estimate 
for the 203,000 students who started at a community college in 2003-04 and transferred to a 
public 4-year institution was $943 million in inflation-adjusted (2011) dollars” (p. 8).  
Cohen and Brawer (2008) explained that “more so than in the universities, the 
community college student population tends to reflect the ethnic composition of the 
institution’s locale” (p. 55). In Iowa, where approximately 9% of residents are non-white, 
14.5% of community college students are minorities (Iowa Department of Education, 2010). 
As a result, community college transfer students bring greater ethnic diversity to the 
population of four-year university campuses (Handel, 2011). Underrepresented minority 
students in higher education enroll disproportionally in community colleges as opposed to 
four-year institutions, and this is most pronounced for Hispanic students (O’Connor, 2009).  
In an analysis of students in Iowa Regents Universities, Fields (2001) found that 
community college transfer students were significantly older, more likely to be male, and had 
significantly lower composite ACT scores than students who started their postsecondary 
education at universities. The higher proportion of males among the ranks of community 
19 
 
college transfer students is unexpected, given that over half of community college students in 
Iowa are female (Iowa Department of Education, 2010). 
Overall, transfer students often do not follow expected pathways to a bachelor’s 
degree. Fredrickson (1998) noted that among transfer students at North Carolina universities, 
three out of ten had been enrolled in technical programs at their community colleges rather 
than traditional transfer degree programs. In addition, students in this study most often took 
courses part time while attending the community college, stopped out for at least one year 
before moving on to the four-year institution, and transitioned to a full-time course load once 
enrolled at the university (Fredrickson, 1998).   
Adjustment to the Four-Year Institution 
Transfer process 
 Transfer types 
Students who transfer from community colleges to four-year institutions are termed 
vertical or upward transfers, and make up the group of students traditionally considered 
within the transfer mission, and therefore, the transfer rate (Bahr, 2012). However, 
community colleges also serve other types of transfer students. Anywhere from 13% to 30% 
of community college students participate in lateral transfer, or movement from one 
community college to another (Bahr, 2012). Students are most likely to transfer laterally 
early in their enrollment, and are more likely to do so if they are less academically invested at 
their initial community college (Bahr, 2012). Another type of transfer involves students 
moving back to the community college from a four-year institution, termed reverse transfer 
(Mullin, 2012). Reverse transfer students tend to enter the four-year university with less 
academic preparation and earn lower grades during their enrollment, returning to the 
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community college as a safety net that allows continued postsecondary enrollment and 
improved post-college outcomes as compared to students who drop out completely 
(Kalogrides & Grodsky, 2011). These and other forms of transfer among institution types, 
often referred to as swirling, has created a complex and dynamic environment for students 
and researchers.  
In a survey of approximately 100,000 credit students in American community 
colleges, VanderLinden (2002) identified six different groupings of reasons that students 
gave for their enrollment. Overall, 45% of students expressed an intent to transfer to a four-
year institution, some of those with a specific focus on achieving a baccalaureate, and others 
with a broader interest in both transfer and personal/intellectual growth (VanderLinden, 
2002). This suggests that a sizable percentage of students within community colleges are 
looking ahead to a four-year degree program, although their path and their perceptions 
related to that process vary.  
 Transfer rates 
Transfer rates are designed to identify what percentage of students who begin 
postsecondary education at a two-year institution with the goal of moving on to complete a 
baccalaureate eventually transfer to a four-year institution. Transfer rates vary based on the 
wide range of definitions used to define transfer students, such as those who take classes 
intermittently at the community college and stop out while aspiring to a four-year degree, in 
contrast with those pursuing an Associate of Arts (AA) degree full-time, intending to transfer 
after two years of coursework. According to Cohen and Brawer (2008) “although the transfer 
rate in most of the states with comprehensive college systems clusters around the 25 percent 
national mark, the range between states is from 11 to 40 percent” (p. 66).  
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Transfer rates vary when broken down by student characteristics and experiences. 
Horn (2009) conducted a study of 5,800 community college students, which divided students 
into groups labeled strongly directed, moderately directed, and not directed, based on 
educational intent, level of enrollment (full or part time), and enrollment in a formal degree 
program. Strongly directed students had higher retention and transfer rates, and were more 
likely to be younger and to be enrolled continuously rather than stopping out (Horn, 2009). 
National data indicates that students who enroll full time in their first year at the community 
college have much higher transfer rates than students who enroll part time, at a margin of 
50% to 26% (McCormick & Carroll, 1997). 
Overall, research indicates that students who begin their undergraduate work at a 
community college face barriers to completing four-year degree programs when compared to 
students with similar characteristics and intentions who begin at a four-year university 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). However, students who ultimately transfer into four-year 
institutions graduate at rates similar to native students (Melguizo, Kienzl, & Alfonso, 2011), 
suggesting that “problems that prevent successful completion of the bachelor’s degree 
usually arise prior to transfer or during the transfer process” (Rifkin, 2000, p. 3). Students 
with higher levels of academic and social integration at the community college are more 
likely to transfer (Nora & Rendón, 1990). In addition, student awareness of, and preparation 
for, the complexity of transfer adjustment often develops through the help of supportive and 
knowledgeable advisors, which is helpful in the transition process (Laanan, 2001; Jackson, 
2010; Packard, Gagnon, Labelle, Jeffers, & Lynn, 2011).  
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Articulation agreements 
Education and government leaders have worked to develop articulation agreements in 
an effort to streamline the process of transferring between postsecondary institutions. In 
Iowa, the Liaison Advisory Committee on Transfer Students (LACTS) established seven 
state-wide articulation agreements, including the Associate of Arts Articulation agreement, 
which has been instrumental in connecting community college students with four-year 
universities (LACTS, 2004). This articulation agreement allows students who transfer from 
an Iowa community college with an Associate of Arts degree to fulfill freshman and 
sophomore level general education courses in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences at all 
three Regents universities, and enter at the junior level. Those who crafted and maintain these 
agreements argue that transfer students who take advantage of this and other articulation 
agreements, along with transfer admission and advising resources available at community 
college and university campuses, will experience a smooth transfer process (LACTS, 2004).  
However some researchers have argued that articulation agreements have not led to 
this type of seamless transition for many community college students. In a policy paper 
reviewing articulation policies and their role in the transfer process, Rifkin (2000) explained 
that “Articulation agreements are often designed with the traditional, steady, straightforward 
high school to community college to four-year college model in mind and have difficulty 
accommodating students’ irregular coursetaking patterns” (p. 3). This creates obvious 
challenges in an educational environment where many students balance work and family 
responsibilities uncharacteristic of traditional students historically served by four-year 
colleges and universities. In addition, Gross and Goldhaber (2009) found that institutional 
factors, such as:  
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percentage of tenured faculty at the community college and the student-teacher ratios 
at both the community and four-year colleges are more tightly associated with a 
community college student’s chances of transferring and earning a bachelor’s degree 
than are state transfer and articulation policies. (p. 2) 
Student background 
 Academic preparation 
Community college students with higher levels of academic preparation in high 
school are more likely to transfer successfully and complete a four-year degree. Preparation 
factors that positively influence educational attainment for community college students 
include stronger math proficiency (Hoachlander, Sikora, Horn, & Caroill, 2003), motivation 
in the form of academic discipline and commitment to college, the expectation of achieving a 
bachelor’s degree, standardized test scores, and high school GPA (Porchea, Allen, Robbins, 
& Phelps, 2010). Students who earn lower GPAs at the community college prior to transfer 
are less likely to persist and graduate from the university, and are therefore in need of 
intervention (Dennis, Calvillo, & Gonzalez, 2008).  
Students who lack preparation in one or more academic area must often take remedial 
coursework, and these students are less likely to persist in college (Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & 
Kuh, 2008). In a study of multiple and diverse four-year institutions, Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, 
Kinzie, and Gonyea  (2008) concluded that prior academic achievement was the strongest 
predictor of first-year grade point average. However, these researchers found that students 
with lower pre-college achievement levels could overcome that disadvantage through time 
spent engaged in activities such as studying, working with classmates on projects, discussing 
classwork or career plans with faculty members, and contributing to class discussions. Kuh et 
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al. (2008) found that “student engagement in educationally purposeful activities had a small, 
compensatory effect on first-year GPA of students who entered college with lower levels of 
academic achievement” (p. 549). Unfortunately, students with lower levels of academic 
preparation as measured by grade point average and aspirations demonstrate lower levels of 
engagement in college (Hu & Kuh, 2002). 
Parental education and income 
Inman and Mayes (1999) conducted a study of over 4,600 community college 
students to examine differences by levels of parental education, and found that first-
generation students were more likely to be older, to work more hours, to have lower family 
incomes, to be more constrained by proximity to home, and to have more financial 
dependents to support. Hu and Ku (2002) reported that students whose parents have lower 
levels of education also tend to be less engaged in educationally purposeful activities in 
college. However, first-generation students “demonstrated as many significant end-of-
second-year net outcome advantages, related to their high parental education classmates, as 
they did significant net disadvantages” (Pascarella, Wolniak, Peirson, & Terenzini, 2003, p. 
428). Specifically, while first-generation students experienced a slightly higher attrition rate 
after the first year of enrollment, their completion rates and grade point averages are 
comparable to those of continuing-generation students after that point (Inman & Mayer, 
1999).  
Pascarella et al. (2003) reported that differences between first-generation and 
continuing-generation students look quite different depending on the definitions used by 
researchers. In particular, while differences in academic experiences vary significantly when 
comparing students who have two bachelor’s degree holding parents with students where 
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neither parent has attended college, the differences are minimal when comparing the former 
group with students who have one or more parents with some level of college experience.  
Striplin (1999) concluded that first-generation students face a variety of personal and 
institutional challenges as they navigate within and beyond the community college, and 
ultimately “run a high risk of not transferring to a four-year institution” (p. 4). However, 
research on outcome equivalency, despite early disadvantages in the community college, may 
suggest that students who do persist through the second year of community college possess a 
resiliency that will serve them well during the transfer process (Pascarella et al., 2003).  
 Community college students with access to higher levels of parental financial 
resources have a greater likelihood of success (Jackson, 2010).  Financial resources are 
associated with access to cultural capital, another positive influence on educational 
attainment (DiMaggio & Mohr, 1985). Porchea et al. (2010) tracked nearly 4,500 beginning 
community college students for five years to examine the influence of student attributes on 
degree outcomes, and found that higher parental income was one positive predictor of 
earning a degree.  
In general, student access to higher education and educational outcomes increase 
along with socioeconomic status (SES). However, O’Connor (2009) found that Hispanic 
students experienced a lower degree of educational benefit from SES increases than White 
and African-American students, suggesting that the positive influence of increasing parental 
income is not consistent across ethnic and racial groups. 
Race and ethnicity 
Underrepresented minority students experience unique challenges in postsecondary 
institutions, and are less likely to successfully transfer (Cuseo, 1998). Significant retention 
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and graduation rate gaps exist between minority students and non-minority students in 
colleges and universities, and this may be due in part to lower levels of engagement in 
learning activities, such as research with faculty and learning communities (Kinzie et al., 
2008) and lower levels of parental education, income, and academic preparation (Nora & 
Rendón, 1990) among underrepresented minority students. In contrast, much research has 
indicated that community college students from underrepresented minority groups are more 
engaged than their white counterparts in class activities and other forms of academic 
engagement (Hu & Kuh, 2002; Swigert & Murrell, 2001; Greene, Marti, & McClenney, 
2008). Green, Marti, and McClenney (2008) suggested that higher levels of academic 
engagement may be required to compensate for a lack of academic preparation and 
institutional barriers faced by minority students.  
Higher education research and practice related to retention is largely grounded in 
Tinto’s (1993) concept of integration, which has been critiqued by some as requiring that 
underrepresented students assimilate to the cultural practices and structures of the institution 
in order to successfully persist (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). However, other 
researchers have argued that college adjustment and persistence are determined by similar 
factors for white and minority students, including parental encouragement, academic 
preparation, strong academic performance, and high quality interactions with faculty 
(Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999). Notably, parental encouragement 
and support is especially important to African American students, exerting more influence on 
college persistence than even academic performance (Cabrera et al., 1999).  
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Gender 
Over the past several years, female students have graduated college at higher rates 
than male students, due in part to stronger academic performance during high school, 
increasing workforce-related incentives for women to attain degrees, and re-directed family 
resources to daughters’ educational pursuits (Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006). This advantage 
does not hold for all women at all stages of the educational process. Carbonaro, Ellison, and 
Covay (2011) broke down the gender advantage related to college attainment, and discovered 
two exceptions: 
First, among college applicants with similar characteristics, women are more likely 
than men to attend a two-year college than a four-year college and never transition 
into a four-year college. Thus, our findings suggest that, given their many advantages 
upon leaving high school, women are overrepresented in two-year colleges and 
underrepresented in four-year colleges. Second, females who make an on-time 
transition into a four-year college experience the greatest advantage over males, and 
females who delay entering the college pipeline actually do slightly worse than males 
in attaining a bachelor’s degree. (p. 133) 
The higher overall rate of educational attainment among women is not experienced 
equally by women when race and ethnicity are considered. Women of color who transfer 
from community colleges to four-year universities have reported experiencing a sense of 
isolation, a university culture less accepting of women with family and community 
responsibilities, unknown academic expectations, and exclusion from social and professional 
networks (Reyes, 2011). Given these experiences, their comparatively low transfer and 
retention rates are not surprising. Through interviews with female community college 
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students in STEM fields, Starobin and Laanan (2008) found that students benefited from 
clear advising from faculty and staff in their field, encouragement and recognition from 
faculty in the math and sciences, a culture of learning and leadership in the community 
college, and a sense of confidence in their ability to achieve educational and career goals. 
Associate degree completion 
Community college transfer students who complete associate degrees and who attain 
higher community college grade point averages are more likely to be retained at the four-year 
university and to graduate. In Iowa, transfers from community colleges to Regent universities 
with associate degrees had a higher, one-year retention rate by 5.7% than those without the 
associate’s degree (Board of Regents State of Iowa, 2010). Nationally, 43% of transfer 
students with associate’s degrees received a bachelor’s degree, as compared with 17% of 
those who transferred without the degree (McClintock & Carroll, 1997). Analysis of national 
educational statistics indicates that only one in five community college students who intend 
to complete a bachelor’s degree complete an Associate of Arts degree prior to transfer 
(Hoachlander, Sikora, Horn, & Carroll, 2003), despite the articulation and completion-related 
benefits associated with finishing that credential.  
However, Moser (2012) found that for community college transfer students at a 
public university, Associate of Arts degree attainment was a significant and negative 
predictor of their ability to cope with problems encountered at the university. She noted that 
this may have been due to limitations within her data set. Regardless of the two-year college 
credential, researchers have found that students who transfer more credit hours have a more 
positive academic adjustment (Jackson, 2010) and are more likely to persist at the four-year 
university (Ishitani, 2006).  
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Transfer shock 
Much of the research over the past several decades related to transfer student 
experiences focused on the concept of transfer shock. Hills (1965) first popularized this term 
in a review of studies published from 1928 through 1963, each examining the academic 
performance of transfer students in their first semester at receiving institutions. Hills (1965) 
found that in the vast majority of cases, junior college transfer students experienced a drop in 
grade point average in their first semester at senior institutions, and that students typically 
recovered to some degree from transfer shock in future semesters. Subsequent studies 
continued to document the presence of both transfer shock and recovery (Diaz, 1992).  
Using cluster analysis, Dennis, Calvillo, and Gonzalez (2008) determined that the 
community college transfer students most academically at-risk were young, academically 
underprepared students who had achieved low grade point averages at the community college 
prior to transfer. These students experienced transfer shock during their first semester at the 
four-year university, despite high to average levels of peer support, commitment to college, 
motivation, and self-efficacy, suggesting that academic preparation trumps other factors in 
avoiding a drop in grade point average after transfer. Students in this group were less likely 
to persist at the university than other groups as well, indicating an inability to recover from 
the initial transfer shock (Dennis, Calvillo, & Gonzalez, 2008).  
Some researchers have argued that the initial decrease in grades is due in part to grade 
inflation at the community college. Friedl, Pittenger, and Sherman (2012) compared students 
who completed a developmental math course at a community college with those who 
completed the equivalent course at a university, and found that while community college 
students earned significantly higher grades in the developmental math course, they scored 
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lower in their first college-level math course. While Friedl, Pittenger, and Sherman (2012) 
suggest that these differences are the result of divergent academic standards, they do not 
account for the timing of enrollment in courses and the possible influence of transition-
related factors.  
In an examination of 100 community college transfer students to a four-year college, 
Cejda (1997) found that transfer shock varied significantly by discipline, with education, fine 
arts, humanities, and social science majors achieving increased grades during the first 
semester after transfer, while math, science, and engineering majors experienced declines. 
Cejda (1997) argued that studies reporting aggregate grade point average data for groups of 
students in a variety of majors may yield misleading results, and suggested that researchers 
should engage in more discipline-based analyses of transfer shock.  
Broader transfer adjustment 
More recently, researchers have begun to explore transition and adjustment 
experiences beyond those measured by grade point average. These include transition to a new 
and rigorous academic environment and psychological distress related to a new campus 
culture and social climate, all of which are likely influenced by unique student background 
characteristics among community college transfer students (Laanan, 2001). Laanan (2004) 
developed a survey instrument, the Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-TSQ), to 
measure the social, psychological, and academic adjustment process, including information 
about students’ level of involvement, quality of effort, and perceptions of their institutions. 
Laanan (2007) administered the survey to more than 2,000 community college transfer 
students in California, and found that student involvement (in the four-year setting) and 
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quality of effort (in the two-year and four-year settings) were significant predictors of 
successful adjustment.  
Qualitative research methods have also been used to document the transition 
experiences of transfer students on community college and four-year campuses. Townsend 
(2008) summarized data gathered through individual and focus group interviews with 
transfer students on a large, public university campus, and identified themes related to their 
early and later transition experiences. Townsend noted that students were initially most 
concerned with the transferability of credits into their majors and with navigating the 
institutional financial aid system, and later were concerned about the large size and new 
academic expectations at the university as compared to the community college. In another set 
of interviews with persisting community college transfer students at a large, public research 
university, Townsend and Wilson (2009) identified themes of involvement in major-related 
groups, undergraduate research with professors, and institutional size as most important in 
students’ academic and social integration at the university and subsequent persistence.   
Flaga (2006) also conducted a qualitative study of community college transfer 
students at a large, public university, and discovered a set of complex transition experiences. 
Flaga (2006) identified five dimensions of the transition, spanning academic, social, and 
physical environments, including the utilization of learning resources, connecting with other 
people, gaining familiarity with the new environment, negotiating behaviors in order to 
succeed, and fully integrating into all elements of the environment. This framework provided 
another way to view the process that students move through on their way to successfully 
reaching their educational goals at the senior institution.  
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Research on academic, social, and psychological transition experiences has moved 
logically to investigations the long-term impacts of adjustment factors. In a longitudinal 
study, Ishitani (2006) found that the timing of transfer has an impact on student persistence. 
Specifically, freshman transfers were significantly more likely to leave the institution than 
students who transferred as sophomores or juniors. In the same study, Ishtani (2006) 
discovered that transfer shock (as measured by a drop in first-semester grade point average) 
had a significant and negative effect on persistence, especially in the third semester after 
enrollment at the senior institution. 
Transfer student capital 
Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) conceptualized the key experiences and skills 
that positively influence transfer students’ academic and social adjustment as transfer student 
capital. In this study, Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston discovered that learning and study 
skills developed while at the community college, a form of transfer student capital, had a 
significant and positive influence on academic adjustment to the senior institution. This 
concept of capital created a useful framework through which to view related research 
findings on transfer student adjustment. In a study of 372 community college transfer 
students to a four-year university, Berger and Malaney (2003) found that the strongest 
positive influence on transfer student academic adjustment and satisfaction was the level of 
preparation for the transfer process. This type of accumulated knowledge and preparation for 
transfer, among other skills and experiences, can be conceptualized as a form of capital. 
Moser (2012) operationalized the model developed by Laanan, Starobin, and 
Eggleston (2011), using an updated version of the L-TSQ, and identified several new transfer 
student capital factors that predicted success as measured by grade point average. These 
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included experiences with faculty at the community college, faculty interactions at the 
community college, student motivation, and self-efficacy. In addition, Moser (2012) found 
that women achieved higher grade point averages at the university than men, as did students 
with higher levels of paternal educational attainment.  
Self-efficacy/intent to persist 
Self-efficacy is a social-cognitive concept that “refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities 
to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 3). In this context, self-efficacy is manifested as students’ belief in their 
abilities to succeed in college. The hypothesized model in the present study proposes that 
academic transfer student capital, including connections with faculty and engaging classroom 
experiences at the community college, predict academic adjustment at the university through 
self-efficacy/intent to persist. Self-efficacy/intent to persist in this study is a construct that 
measures both students’ belief that they have the skills and abilities necessary for success in 
college and their plans to graduate from the university.  
Counseling researchers Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011) conducted a study of first-
year college students and discovered that self-efficacy was a strong and positive predictor of 
adjustment to college. Taking into account accumulated research on self-efficacy and 
academic outcomes, Bandura (1997) argued that 
Perceived efficacy exerts a more substantial influence on academic performance [than 
skill development], both directly by affecting quality of thinking and good use of 
acquired cognitive skills and indirectly by heightening persistence in the search for 
solutions. (p. 216) 
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This is consistent with findings from Chemers, Hu, and Garcia (2001) that indicate self-
efficacy in first-year college students, defined as confidence in one’s ability to perform well 
academically, contributes both directly and indirectly through reduced stress to personal 
adjustment. In the context of academic and career development, Lent, Brown, and Hackett 
(1994) found a direct prediction between self-efficacy and academic performance, and 
discovered that self-efficacy mediates the relationship between ability and academic 
performance. These researchers also noted that personal successes on past tasks increase 
efficacy on related future tasks. 
Bean and Eaton (2000) developed a psychological model of student retention, 
viewing college departure as a decision that involves psychological phenomenon at every 
stage of the process. The model asserts, in part, that students’ “efficacy for various tasks 
within the institutional environment will be based on an assessment of skills and abilities 
from the past” (p. 56). Applying this model to transfer, students’ positive assessment of their 
skills, abilities, and experiences at the community college creates self-efficacy, or increased 
confidence within the new academic environment of the university. Bean and Eaton (2000) 
continue by explaining that  
Students will begin to perceive that they are in control of their academic and social 
destiny and be motivated to take action consistent with that perception. … Thus, a 
student with a positive assessment of self-efficacy feels a sense of integration in the 
environment and returns to the environment to re-invest her/his success in the 
academic and social milieu of the higher-education environment. (p. 58)  
Taking these studies into account, self-efficacy is closely tied to students’ intentions 
to persist, and therefore, their actual continued persistence in higher education. Relating to 
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this study, positive academic experiences are framed as the past experiences, skills, and 
successes that build efficacy/intent to persist. Research focusing on specific questions of 
students’ intent to persist in universities has determined that validating classroom 
experiences predict intent to persist to the next semester (Rendón, 1993; Barnett, 2010), and 
that course-related, student-faculty interactions are positively associated with degree 
aspiration (Kim & Sax, 2009), a measure that also relates to students’ intent to move forward 
in higher education.   
In turn, the development of efficacy moves students toward positive academic 
outcomes. In a study similar in setting and population to the present one, Moser (2012) found 
that for community college transfer students at a comprehensive, public university in the 
Midwest, motivation/self-efficacy was a significant and positive predictor of grade point 
average. Moser’s (2012) motivation/self-efficacy construct is comprised of the same 
variables that make up the self-efficacy/intent to persist construct in the present study, 
detailed in Table 4.6.  
Academic Experiences 
Experiences with faculty 
Community college and university faculty play a central role in the experiences of 
transfer students. Researchers have documented their impact on student learning and progress 
to degree. In his writing about two-year college students, Tinto (1998) stated that “the 
classrooms and laboratories of the college are typically the only places where they meet their 
peers and interact with faculty” (p. 169). Researchers recommend that faculty working with 
new students, whether on community college campuses or after transferring to four-year 
institutions, should utilize classroom strategies that emphasize “time on task and 
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engagement” to impact student learning and persistence (Kinzie, et al., 2008, p. 30). These 
strategies include study groups, collaborative activities, team projects that involve work 
inside and outside the classroom, and peer reviews of writing assignments.   
Several quantitative studies have found significant and positive predictive 
relationships between student-faculty interactions and degree aspirations, satisfaction, grade 
point average, and other cognitive and affective forms of development (Cole & Espinoza, 
2008; Kim & Sax, 2009; Moser, 2012). Studies measuring the impact of educationally 
purposeful activities such as discussing academic work or career plans with faculty, receiving 
feedback from faculty on course work, and working hard to meet instructor expectations have 
found that these forms of engagement exert strong and positive effects on persistence and 
grade point average for college students (Kinzie et al., 2008).  
The impact of these interactions may vary by student characteristics. In a qualitative 
study focusing on associate and technical degree completion among Hispanic students, Cejda 
(2004) reported that “students indicated that faculty members were the primary influence in 
their decisions to remain enrolled and complete the certificate or degree” (p. 253). In follow-
up interviews with faculty members, researchers found that a number of out-of-class, 
mentoring interactions were important contributors to retention and degree completion 
among Hispanic students (Cejda, 2004). Kim and Sax (2009) reported a number of 
conditional effects of student-faculty interaction by gender, class, racial, and first-generation 
groups. Their study found that “research-related faculty interactions provide unique benefits 
to African American students in terms of college GPA, and to White students in terms of 
degree aspirations” (p. 451).  
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Nora, Cabrera, Hagedorn, and Pascarella (1996) also found that the impact of student-
faculty interactions differs by gender group. Specifically, non-classroom interactions with 
faculty were significant predictors of persistence for female, but not for male, students, 
highlighting the importance of faculty mentoring in often male-dominated universities. From 
a qualitative perspective, Starobin and Laanan (2008) interviewed female community college 
students in STEM-related disciplines who were preparing to transfer to four-year institutions 
and reached similar conclusions. One of the themes that emerged included the expressed 
importance by students of faculty members recognizing their abilities, communicating that 
recognition personally, and encouraging them as they pursued the degree (Starobin & 
Laanan, 2008). This type of active and validating encouragement from faculty has been 
identified as a critical intervention in the learning and development of community college 
students, especially for those underrepresented in higher education (Rendón, 1993). 
Faculty and staff validation 
In a qualitative study of 132 college students, Rendón (1993) found that for non-
traditional and minority learners, validating experiences with faculty in and outside the 
classroom led to a belief that they could be academically successful and involved in the 
social life of the university. Rendón (1993) described validation as a transformative 
experience, where: 
some individual, either in- or out-of-class, took an active interest in them—when 
someone took the initiative to lend a helping hand, to do something that affirmed 
them as being capable of doing academic work that supported them in their academic 
endeavors and social adjustment. (p. 16) 
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Barnett (2010) built on the work of Rendón (1993) by conducting a quantitative 
examination of the extent to which faculty validation contributed to integration and 
persistence for community college transfer students. Barnett (2010) identified four constructs 
of faculty validation: students known and valued, caring instruction, appreciation for 
diversity, and mentoring. This study found that faculty validation was a significant predictor 
of academic integration and intent to persist (Barnett, 2010), providing further support for the 
notion that specific types of student-faculty interaction positively impact educational 
outcomes.  
However, Moser (2012) did not find faculty and staff validation to be significant 
predictors of transfer students’ academic performance and coping ability at the four-year 
university. She did find other forms of involvement with faculty to be significant, including 
mentoring at the community college and experiences such as: informal conversations with 
faculty members before and after class, feedback and advice related to academic work and 
career plans, and an overall sense of approachability between students and their professors.   
Qualitative work with community college students has explored the ways in which 
influential community college and university faculty make a difference in the success of their 
students. Women of color who transferred into STEM majors identified close student/faculty 
relationships at the community college as important to their persistence, and to navigating the 
unknown academic and cultural expectations at the four-year university (Reyes, 2011).  
Schreiner, Noel, Anderson, and Cantwell (2011) interviewed 62 community college 
and four-year college students who indicated that an influential faculty or staff person had 
been important to their success. During the course of these interviews, students described the 
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ways in which faculty and staff members influenced their success. Schreiner, Noel, 
Anderson, and Cantwell (2011) discovered: 
the behaviors that made the most difference were (a) encouraging, supporting, and 
believing in them; (b) motivating them and wanting to see them learn; (c) taking time 
for them, expressing an interest in them, and communicating to them that they are 
important; (d) relating to them on their level; and (e) pushing them to excel while at 
the same time helping them to understand difficult concepts. (p. 328) 
Student descriptions from this qualitative study are reflective of the terminology drawn from 
Barnett’s (2010) constructs of validation. In particular, this concept is characterized by the 
centrality of students being known on an individual level and recognized as capable, and are 
encouraged by caring faculty members who challenge and support them during the college 
experience. 
Frequency of student-faculty interactions 
Despite the positive learning outcomes connected to student-faculty interactions, the 
frequency of these contacts appears to be low. Findings of the Community College Survey of 
Student Engagement (CCSSE), as reported by the Community College Leadership Program 
at the University of Texas, Austin (2003) indicated that: 
 45% [of students] report that they have discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor either often or very often, leaving over half who have done so occasionally 
or never. 
 Only 15% of students report having often or very often discussed ideas from their 
readings or classes with instructors outside of class, and 47% have never engaged 
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with faculty in that way. Only 8% of students say that they have often or very often 
worked with instructors outside of class. (p. 10) 
Subsequent studies have reinforced the CCSSE data relating to infrequent student-
faculty interaction. In a survey of nearly 5,000 community college students, Chang (2005) 
found that students reported low levels of interaction with faculty, and that the bulk of those 
interactions occurred during, right before, or right after class. In addition, Hagedorn, 
Maxwell, and Rodriguez (2000) surveyed approximately 22,000 community college students 
and discovered “a pattern of generally low rates of contact with faculty members outside the 
classroom” (p. 592).  
Nora and Rendón (1990) reported that while students valued services offered at the 
community college, such as academic advising and career counseling, more than half of the 
students in their study had never participated in these opportunities or similar activities that 
involved connections with faculty members. However, low levels of interactions are not 
necessarily an indication of failure to engage students in meaningful ways. High quality 
interactions with faculty, whether inside or outside the classroom, are more important than 
frequent and superficial interactions (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009).  
Institutional environments affect student behavior (Strange & Banning, 2001); 
therefore, the human, curricular, and physical elements of college and university 
environments play a part in the ways students engage with faculty members and other 
campus resources. Schuetz (2005) argued that community colleges should design campus 
environments recognizing student characteristics that are unlikely to change, such as the 
large number of their students who work full time and take courses part time, support 
families, stop in and out of enrollment, and show a lack of participation in student 
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organizations as might be more widely done in a different type of institution. With these 
student characteristics in mind, the institutional environment can be designed to promote 
engagement and reduce attrition through elements such as: hybrid learning communities that 
include one online and one in-person course to accommodate part-time and non-traditional 
students; multiple modes of delivery for tutoring and counseling services; and peer-led 
support systems, such as supplemental instruction (Schuetz, 2005).  
Institutional practices relating to faculty hiring also impact accessibility of faculty, 
and subsequently student learning and completion outcomes. Community colleges deliver 
approximately half of their instruction through part-time faculty (Jacoby, 2006). Part-time 
faculty devote less time to out-of-class opportunities (such as office hours) and to in-class 
activities that require time-intensive grading and feedback (such as essay exams) (Benjamin, 
2002). With fewer opportunities for these types of engagement, community colleges 
employing higher percentages of part-time instructors see a significant and negative impact 
on their graduation rates (Jacoby, 2006).  
In contrast, Johnson (2011) found that in a four-year institution setting, while students 
received higher grades from part-time faculty, there was not an impact on retention rates. 
Part-time faculty with term-to-term contracts may be more concerned about student 
evaluations, which tend to improve with higher course grades, given the impact of those 
evaluations on their being re-hired for another term (Jacoby, 2006; Johnson, 2011). 
Regardless of the impact of part-time faculty on retention and graduation, their pattern of 
having less time to devote to student interaction and less rigorous and feedback-intensive 
grading practices may impact educational outcomes.  
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Academic advising 
Another area where researchers have documented and explored course-related student 
interactions with faculty is in academic advising. Community colleges employ a variety of 
advising models, some relying largely on faculty and departmental advisors, and others using 
centralized academic advising offices either solely or in part (Pardee, 2000). Davies and 
Dickmann (1998) conducted focus group interviews with community college transfer 
students at Colorado State University (CSU) and found that students had mostly positive 
experiences with community college advising. However, student experiences with academic 
advising at the four-year university were more varied. For example, students expressed some 
frustration with the perceived inaccessibility of academic advisors and the level of 
persistence and initiative required in getting connected (Davies & Dickmann, 1998). 
Some research has indicated that academic advising is especially beneficial to 
students who have traditionally faced greater barriers to degree attainment. In a study 
involving students in 112 community colleges and related educational centers in California, 
Bahr (2008) found that “advising appears to be beneficial to students’ chances of success, 
and all the more so for students who face academic deficiencies” (p. 726). This raises 
questions about whether some of the same sub-populations of students less likely to persist 
through the transfer process might realize added benefits from academic advising 
relationships, especially those accessible and sensitive to the needs of non-traditional and at-
risk students. 
In contrast, Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) found that academic counseling 
experiences at the community college were significant and negative predictors of academic 
adjustment at the four-year university. These researchers offered the possibility that students 
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“did not receive accurate or adequate information regarding transferring from their 
community colleges” (p. 191).  
In an analysis of data from the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College 
Students (TRUCCS) project, Hagedorn, Moon, Cypers, Maxwell,  and Lester (2006) found 
that community college students with bachelor’s degrees often failed to complete subject area 
modules and misunderstood prescribed pathways designed to promote progression toward 
transfer to a four-year university. In order to gain knowledge of required course sequences 
and transfer-focused curricular plans, prospective transfer students needed access to quality 
advising and counseling services, which are often over-taxed in community college settings 
(Hagedorn et al., 2006). 
As with other forms of student-faculty interaction, the frequency of student utilization 
of academic advising services is generally low. The Community College Survey of Student 
Engagement (CCSSE) contains a benchmark focusing on academic support, which includes 
academic advising, to help determine institutional effectiveness (McClenney, Marti, & 
Adkins, 2006). In a report exploring findings of the CCSSE, the Community College 
Leadership Program at the University of Texas, Austin (2003) stated that “While students 
attribute relatively high importance to academic advising and career counseling, one-third to 
one-half of students rarely or never take advantage of those services” (p. 5).  
Students who enter community colleges intending to transfer to a four-year degree 
program stand to benefit from consistent engagement with academic advisors. In particular, 
these benefits arise when academic advising services provide accurate and thorough 
information regarding the navigation of complex transition processes and institutional and 
personal barriers to transfer. This leads to questions about why so many students who value 
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academic counseling and related support services fail to access those resources. Some 
researchers have suggested that both two- and four-year institutions could better serve their 
students by establishing transfer centers that provide specialized transfer counseling (Cuseo, 
1998; Rifkin, 2000), a step that may lead to greater accessibility to services and increased 
awareness of transfer-specific concerns. 
Perceptions of the University 
Students who are committed to their postsecondary institution are more likely to 
successfully persist (Tinto, 1993). Commitment to an institution encompasses “a student’s 
overall impression of, sense of belonging to, satisfaction with, and choice to attend the 
institution again” (Strauss & Volkwein, 2004, p. 209). In a study of community college and 
four-year university students, Strauss and Volkwein (2004) concluded that while measures of 
academic and social integration were important predictors of institutional commitment for all 
students, two-year college students were most impacted by classroom experiences, such as 
intellectual stimulation and perceived faculty preparation. In addition, two-year college 
students reported higher levels of institutional commitment than their four-year university 
counterparts.  
Some students perceive a stigma associated with their status as transfer students on 
university campuses. Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) found that this perception of 
stigma has a significant and negative impact on academic adjustment, while satisfaction with 
and positive perceptions of the university environment were significant and positive 
predictors of adjustment.  
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Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 
Classroom as community 
Community college students begin their postsecondary journeys in primarily non-
residential settings, and therefore are more likely to connect with instructors and peers in 
college classrooms rather than in out-of classroom settings. Despite this reality, current 
theories of college student persistence and departure focus almost entirely on out-of-
classroom settings, interactions, and forms of involvement (Tinto, 2000). In response to this 
gap in theoretical literature, as it applies to community college students, Tinto (2000) 
advocated for adapting current models to include classroom experiences and faculty 
influences. Tinto (2000) suggested that “involving classrooms” that foster academic 
engagement can operate as small communities within the larger campus, creating conditions 
that have the potential to encourage other types of involvement, social connections, quality of 
effort, and integration (p. 82).  
This conceptual shift brings attention back to the activities, pedagogies, and 
interactions within the college classroom, and, for many students, is a starting place for both 
academic and social connections. In writing about how current theories of student 
development could incorporate the college classroom, Tinto (2000) argued that scholars 
should not view academic and social involvement as separate processes operating in different 
settings. Rather, he stated: 
A more accurate representation would show academic and social systems as two 
nested spheres, with the academic system occurring within the broader social system 
that pervades the campus. Such a depiction would more accurately capture the ways . 
. . in which social and academic life are interwoven and social communities emerge 
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out of academic activities that take place within the more limited academic sphere of 
the classroom, a sphere of activities this is necessarily also social in character. (p. 91)  
Predictive models of academic and social transfer student adjustment 
Building on the model of student learning developed by Pascarella (1985), 
hypothetical models of academic and social transfer adjustment were developed by Laanan, 
Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) to measure the role of various social and psychological 
variables in students’ successful transition from community colleges to four-year 
universities. These models also examined the impact of transfer student capital, or the 
accumulated knowledge and experiences community college transfer students bring with 
them to the four-year university. The predictive models were also influenced by research that 
asserted that academic success in the form of course completion (Hagedorn & Cepeda, 2004) 
and progression through transfer-focused modules (Hagedorn et al., 2006) contributed to 
persistence in higher education for community college students with intent to transfer.   
The hypothetical models drew on items from the Laanan-Transfer Student 
Questionnaire (L-TSQ), which measure variables included within each block. By creating a 
framework that examines a broad range of student background characteristics, community 
college experiences, forms of transfer student capital, and four-year university experiences 
and perceptions, these models allowed for the measurement of complex and varied elements 
of transfer and their impact on educational outcomes. In an analysis of L-TSQ responses 
from over 900 community college transfer students at a public research university, Laanan, 
Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) found that learning and study skills at the community college 
and course learning experiences characterized by active involvement with class content at the 
four-year university contributed positively to academic adjustment, and that students’ 
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experiences with faculty and their satisfaction with the university environment were 
significant predictors of positive social adjustment. 
Student involvement theory 
Alexander Astin’s (1984) widely cited Student Involvement Theory links various 
forms of student academic behaviors directly to learning and development outcomes. This 
theory has psychological and behavioral roots, and asserts that the physical and 
psychological energy students invest in their educational experience contributes to the 
amount and quality of their growth and development. Involvement refers to both the amount 
and the quality of time students devote to academic and co-curricular endeavors. While 
institutional environment plays a role in student involvement, the focus of this concept is on 
the student’s responsibility for expending energy on academic pursuits (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, 
& Kinzie, 2009).  
Astin (1999) described the central tenant of this theory by stating that “the extent to 
which students can achieve particular developmental goals is a direct function of the time and 
effort they devote to activities designed to produce these gains” (p. 522). This theory places 
importance on the ways institutional leaders structure the learning environment to encourage 
students to maximize the time and energy they spend on educationally purposeful activities. 
Astin (1999) argued that “the most important hypothesis in the theory is that the effectiveness 
of any educational policy or practice is directly related to the capacity of that policy or 
practice to increase student involvement” (p. 529). This theoretical foundation ties student 
motivation and behaviors directly to desired educational outcomes.  
For community college students who transfer to four-year institutions, two- and four-
year college involvement can be viewed from a unique perspective. Tinto (1998) suggested 
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that because the classroom plays an especially important role in the process of building 
community for two-year college students, academic involvement should be more important 
to student persistence than on other kinds of campuses, where forms of college-related social 
involvement are more structurally available. As Tinto (1998) stated, “For those institutions 
and students, the classroom is most frequently the only place where students and faculty 
meet. If involvement or integration is to occur, it must occur there” (p. 173).  
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of academic transfer student 
capital in the form of community college classroom experiences and student-faculty 
interactions on self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at four-year 
universities. This study hypothesized that academic transfer student capital is comprised of 
interactions and experiences with faculty, learning and study skills, mentoring, course 
learning experiences, faculty validation, and experiences with general courses, and that these 
factors positively influence self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the 
transfer institution. The conceptual model guiding this study built upon Laanan, Starobin, 
and Eggleston’s (2011) hypothetical predictive models of transfer adjustment, with focus on 
academic forms of capital and adjustment, leading to a structural equation model that 
examined predictive relationships among key academic experiences and desired outcomes.  
The survey instrument for this study, the Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-
TSQ), measured the experiences, perceptions, and knowledge associated with transfer 
students’ time at the community college and the four-year university. Exogenous variables in 
the hypothesized structural equation model focused on community college experiences in the 
classroom and student-faculty interactions, characterized as academic transfer capital, which 
were constructs that arose during exploratory factor analysis from items in the L-TSQ. In 
addition, constructs extracted from L-TSQ academic adjustment and motivation items served 
as endogenous variables in the study.   
The complete dataset for the present study was the product of data collection on two 
public university campuses in the Midwest, with transfer students from Iowa community 
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colleges. Respondents in both settings completed a revised version of the L-TSQ, as 
developed by Moser (2012), which included the original, 133 L-TSQ items (Laanan, 
Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011) and 73 additional items based on an extensive review of the 
literature, expert review, and field testing (Moser, 2012). Student background and academic 
profile information was gathered through a combination of self-report items and Office of the 
Registrar matching data.  
The results of this study provide information for assisting community college and 
university educators in learning more about classroom and faculty experiences that predict 
self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment for community college students 
pursuing baccalaureate degrees. This creates the potential for both programmatic and 
pedagogical adjustments that promote student success. In addition, this study provides 
information for policy makers as they consider articulation and transfer policies for the 
growing number of postsecondary students who begin study at a community college and 
intend to move on to a four-year university.  
This chapter outlines the methodology for this study, with sections devoted to the 
research questions, research design, population and setting, instrumentation, data collection, 
variables, data analysis, limitations, and delimitations. Appendices follow, and include the L-
TSQ instrument and materials for this study, submitted to and approved by Human Subjects 
Review Boards at Iowa State University. 
Research Questions 
The following quantitative research questions guided this study:  
 What are the demographic characteristics of transfer students from Iowa community 
colleges enrolled in two Midwest public universities? 
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 What are the academic experiences of transfer students at Iowa community colleges 
and four-year public universities? 
 Are there significant differences in self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic 
adjustment by student background characteristics such as age, gender, parental 
income, parental education, and number of transfer credit hours? 
 Are there significant differences in student-faculty interactions and classroom 
experiences by gender? Do significant relationships exist among measures of 
academic transfer student capital, including student-faculty interactions, classroom 
experiences, and student background characteristics? 
 How do classroom experiences and student-faculty interactions at the community 
college, characterized as academic transfer student capital, influence academic 
adjustment and self-efficacy/intent to persist at four-year universities? 
Research Design 
This quantitative study employed a survey research design. Fowler (2009) noted that 
well-designed survey research creates opportunities for making inferences about a target 
population based on responses drawn from a sample of individuals within that population. In 
this case, a survey administered to community college transfer students enrolled in two four-
year public universities allowed the researcher to make inferences about the expectations and 
perceptions of the growing community college transfer student population. The “economy of 
design and the rapid turnaround in data collection” are additional benefits of survey research 
(Creswell, 2009, p. 146). Community college transfer students answered survey questions 
online. Responses were received by the researcher in the Qualtrics software system, and then 
loaded into SPSS. The L-TSQ survey responses in the second dataset were also obtained via 
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an online survey and obtained by the researcher from an institutional portal. These two 
datasets were merged in SPSS.  
The survey administered by this study’s research was cross-sectional, administered 
once in late October 2012 to all community college transfer students at a public research 
university who started enrollment at the four-year institution in fall semester 2010, spring 
semester 2011, summer semester 2011, fall semester 2011, or spring semester 2012, and held 
24 or more credit hours upon entry to the university. The L-TSQ was adapted by the 
researcher to include self-report items on demographic information, university grade point 
average, community college grade point average, major, number of credits transferred to the 
university, semester transferred, major, and associate degree status. It was then administered 
as an online survey. The survey administered by an outside researcher and merged with the 
first dataset was also cross-sectional, administered in the fall semester of 2011 to students 
who entered the public, comprehensive university in fall 2009, spring 2010, summer 2010, 
fall 2010, or spring 2011. In this case, student demographic and academic record information 
was linked directly to survey responses in the campus information system. 
The online survey option is low-cost, eliminating the need to pay postage or calling 
fees. In addition, university students have ready access to wireless networks, computer labs, 
and university-provided email accounts through which they received the survey. This created 
a convenient, cost-effective, time-effective, and accessible method for gathering information 
from respondents.  
Challenges exist in online surveys, including the possibility of students perceiving the 
invitation from the researcher as junk mail and not reading the message. In addition, care 
must be taken to ensure that email addresses have been queried correctly and the 
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technological system gathering the survey data is functioning correctly (Fink, 2008). In this 
study, administrators at both universities where the survey was administered worked 
diligently with the Office of the Registrar and with technology staff to ensure that the survey 
was deployed correctly and received by all students in the target population.  
Prior to the fall 2012 survey deployment, this researcher sent out a pilot of the survey 
to a small group of faculty and staff members at the public research university to ensure that 
terminology was consistent with campus culture and that the online survey would be received 
by students in a workable form. Prior to the fall 2011 survey administration, the researcher 
conducted a pilot administration on the public comprehensive university campus to test the 
reliability of the L-TSQ.  
Pilot Study 
The primary investigator conducted a pilot study in late July 2012 to determine the 
usability of survey instructions and the consistency of survey language with campus culture 
on the public research university campus, and to assure that the online survey deployed 
properly to university email accounts. Small pilot studies provide a way to resolve these 
types of logistical issues prior to full survey launch (Altman et al., 2006). In this case, the 
primary investigator sent the survey to fourteen members of a transfer think tank group on 
the site campus. This committee included faculty and staff with an interest in serving transfer 
students, some of whom had been transfer students themselves. After taking the survey, these 
pilot respondents shared feedback on survey question layout and design, language, and 
length. As a result of this feedback, the primary investigator made minor adjustments to the 
L-TSQ, including the addition of a progress bar and corrections in wording and numbering.  
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Population and Setting 
The population for this study was Iowa community college transfer students enrolled 
in two public Midwest universities, one a large research university and the other a mid-sized, 
comprehensive university. Transfer students included from the public comprehensive 
university campus were those who transferred in fall 2009, spring 2010, summer, 2010, fall 
2010, or spring 2011, who had enrolled as of the survey administration in fall 2011. Of the 
1,598 students invited to participate, 319 community college transfer students completed the 
survey. Transfer students invited to participate in the survey on the public research university 
campus were those who entered in fall semester 2010, spring semester 2011, summer 
semester 2011, fall semester 2011, or spring semester 2012, with 24 or more credit hours 
upon entry to the university, and who had enrolled as of the survey administration in 
October, 2012. Of the 1,227 students invited to participate in the study, 123 completed the 
survey. Because the researchers were able to survey the full population of eligible 
community college transfer students at each university, a smaller sample did not need to be 
drawn.  
The Office of the Registrar at the public research university queried the entire list of 
students in the desired population from student records, and provided the email addresses to 
the researcher. These email addresses were used to send the survey invitation in the form of a 
letter (see Appendix B). The letter included a link that then drove respondents to the online 
survey in Qualtrics, which included the L-TSQ and demographic questions. Students who 
completed the survey within the four-week time frame of the survey’s administration were 
entered into a drawing for one of thirty $25 gift cards to an online retailer. The researcher 
who administered the survey on the public, comprehensive university campus used a similar 
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approach, emailing students with a cover letter that directed students to a survey within the 
university’s student information system. This allowed for a direct connection of the survey 
responses to archival student background data. The researcher who collected this dataset also 
offered drawings for gift cards to an online retailer as an incentive for students to complete 
the survey. In this way, the data collection process was similar on both campuses.  
The first site for this study was a large, public research university in the Midwest with 
a student population of over 30,000, including approximately 21,500 undergraduates. The 
Carnegie classification for the institution is RU/VH, research university-very high research 
activity. The demographic make-up of the university includes approximately 12% minority 
students, 11% international students, and 51% women. Just over half of the student body is 
from the state in which the university is housed, and on-campus housing is available but not 
required. Approximately 1,300 students transfer to this university each fall, and just less than 
1,000 of those students come from in-state. In addition, 60% of students who transfer each 
semester come from community colleges in Iowa. 
The second site for this study was a mid-sized public comprehensive university in the 
Midwest with a student population of just under 13,000, with over 88% of those students 
being undergraduates, and 59% women. Over 90% of the student population is from in-state, 
approximately 7% students are ethnic or racial minority students, and just over 3% are 
international students. On-campus housing is available but not required. Approximately 
1,110 students transfer to this university from other institutions each year, and 73% of those 
come from Iowa community colleges.  
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Instrumentation 
The variables in this study were measured through items within the L-TSQ, modified 
to include a small number of institution-specific, demographic, and academic record 
questions. Several factors were established through exploratory factor analysis (Laanan, 
2004: Moser, 2012), and were used in this study as illustrated in the structural equation 
model, Table 1.1. Self-report items included in the questionnaire focused on student 
background characteristics, community college experiences, the transfer process, university 
experiences, and academic record information, including number of credit hours earned prior 
to transfer, grade point average after transfer, and pre-college experiences and characteristics.  
The L-TSQ has been established as a valid and reliable instrument for measuring the 
social, academic, and psychological adjustment process for community college transfer 
students at four-year institutions. The reliability coefficients of community college and 
university factors calculated using the L-TSQ ranged from .69 through .94 (Laanan, 2004), 
indicating acceptable levels of reliability. In a measure of test-retest reliability using 25 
students and two administrations of the instrument, Laanan (2004) achieved a correlation 
coefficient of .75, indicating a high level of reliability. In addition, extensive literature review 
and pilot testing were conducted to establish the validity of the L-TSQ (Laanan, 2004).  
The L-TSQ was recently revised in order to update and expand the instrument, taking 
into account new research in the field. Moser (2012) conducted exploratory factor analysis 
during the process of revising Laanan’s instrument, and added six new constructs to those 
included in the original L-TSQ. Alpha coefficients for constructs designed to assess 
community college experiences, university experiences, and transfer student capital ranged 
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from .74 to .94, indicating high levels of reliability (Moser, 2012). All items from this revised 
instrument were used in the current study.   
The major content sections of the L-TSQ are background information, community 
college experiences, transfer capital, and university experiences. A copy of the L-TSQ is 
included in Appendix A of this study.  
Background information items in the L-TSQ included multiple choice options on 
topics such as place of residence, degree aspiration, ethnic background, parental education 
and income, gender, and age. The community college experience section begins with 
multiple choice items on the number of hours per week spent engaging in specific activities 
(such as course preparation and employment). Next, this section includes statements about 
experiences and perceptions related to classroom and out-of-class community college 
experiences. Specifically, respondents answered questions on skill development and 
requirements in general courses, information gathered from academic advisors and 
counselors in preparation for transfer, mentoring relationships, validation from faculty and 
staff members, and academic behaviors in the classroom such as note-taking and the practical 
application of course materials. Participants chose responses from the four-point scale, with 
the following options: disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, and agree 
strongly. Related to the frequency of certain college activities and experiences, some 
questions employed a four-point scale with the options: never, occasionally, often, and very 
often.  
The concept of transfer capital made up the third section of the L-TSQ, and included 
knowledge and experiences accumulated prior to or during the transfer process. Items 
included: the level of information received from faculty advisors and how well that 
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information was understood by transfer students; preparation for the transfer process through 
research and interactions with university personnel; experiences with faculty related to 
course work and career planning; access to and adequacy of financial aid and level of 
understanding about financing their university education prior to transfer; attainment of 
learning and study skills, such as research and writing; motivation to complete the university 
education and self-efficacy; and use of university academic resources and student services, 
including academic advising.  
Responses to transfer capital questions occurred primarily on a four-point scale from 
strongly disagree through strongly agree. However, the set of questions related to use of 
academic resources and student services asked students to rate their satisfaction on a five-
point scale, from slight (1), to moderate (3), to strong (5). This section concluded with 
questions about participation in the transfer student orientation program offered by the 
university. Respondents who indicated that they participated in transfer orientation ranked 
their satisfaction with the program on a four-point scale: from not at all satisfied through 
extremely satisfied. They also ranked the level of helpfulness of the program in facilitating 
transition on a four-point scale, from very unhelpful through very helpful. 
The fourth major section of the L-TSQ sought to gather information about 
respondents’ university experiences. This included questions about the frequency with which 
students participated in a variety of course-related activities such as engaging in class 
discussions and approaching faculty. Responses were given on a four-point scale, with the 
following options: never, occasionally, often, and very often. Subsections focusing on 
general perceptions of the university and adjustment were structured with the following four-
point scale: disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, and agree strongly.  
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The subsection measuring satisfaction with the university included several campus 
services, resources, and experiences, and was assessed on a four-point response scale (very 
dissatisfied, dissatisfied, satisfied, and very satisfied) with a not-applicable option. Next, 
respondents were asked to indicate how they would react and move forward in the face of a 
problem at the university by responding to each approach on a four-point scale, from strongly 
disagree through strongly agree. This scale was also used on the next set of questions related 
to sense of belonging and social networks at the university. Finally, respondents had the 
opportunity to complete open-ended responses on items related to community college and 
university experiences.  
Data Collection 
The present study utilized a combined dataset of L-TSQ responses, one collected by 
the researcher in fall 2012 at a public four-year research university in the Midwest, and the 
other obtained from a different researcher, who collected data on a public comprehensive 
Midwest university in fall 2011. Data collection procedures for both groups are detailed here. 
Community college transfer students who entered the public four-year research university in 
fall semester 2010, spring semester 2011, summer term 2011, fall semester 2011, spring 
semester 2012, or summer term 2012 were emailed an invitation to complete an online, 
institution-specific version of the L-TSQ in late October 2012 (see Appendix A). The 
researcher added the L-TSQ items to the Qualtrics software system, and then received 
permission from the site institution to distribute the email invitation and subsequent 
reminders, with unique links to the survey, through the university’s mass email system. 
Students who responded to the survey by the close date in late November 2012 were entered 
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into a drawing for one of thirty $25 gift certificates to an online retailer. Responses to L-TSQ 
and demographic questions were saved in Qualtrics.   
Creswell (2008) noted the importance of establishing follow-up procedures to ensure 
a strong survey response rate. Therefore, the initial invitation to this study was followed by 
three reminders, according to the following timeline: 
October 18, 2012 Email invitation to the online survey 
November 1, 2012 Reminder email #1 
November 8, 2012 Reminder email #2 
November 15, 2012 Reminder email #3 
Creswell (2008) also explained that “If individuals in the sample are interested in the issue, 
they will be more apt to complete the survey” (p. 403). In this study, students experiencing 
the complex transition process from a community college to a four-year university were 
likely to have a personal interest in the topic of this study, as it relates directly to their current 
and recent experiences. At the conclusion of the survey, 124 surveys were completed for a 
9.7% response rate, and an additional 30 surveys were started but not completed. Data were 
downloaded into an SPSS file, and incomplete cases were deleted.  
The data obtained from a researcher on the public comprehensive university in the 
Midwest was collected in the fall semester of 2011. The Office of the Registrar provided a 
file of students who transferred to the university from community colleges in fall 2009, 
spring 2010, summer 2010, fall 2010, and spring 2011. These students were invited by email 
to complete the L-TSQ through the university’s online portal, and responses were match to 
student demographic information through the university information system. Students who 
completed the survey were entered into a drawing for one of two $100, and thirty $20 gift 
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cards to an online retailer. The number of community college transfer students who 
completed the survey was 319, and their responses—along with matching demographic 
data—were downloaded into SPSS and merged with the dataset from the public research 
university campus. After deleting incomplete cases, this dataset was reduced to 311 cases. 
This resulted in a final, two-institution L-TSQ dataset of 434 respondents. Some of the 
demographic items between the two datasets matched in wording and scale, such as parental 
education, parental income, and number of hours transferred to the university. Others did not 
match, such as first semester GPA as opposed to cumulative community college and 
university GPA, and these were not merged or used in the analysis. 
Variables 
Dependent variables 
This study utilized two endogenous variables in the structural equation model, as 
detailed in Figure 1. This model builds on the hypothetical models of transfer student 
adjustment developed by Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011), focusing on the impact of 
academic experiences at the community college on academic adjustment at the university. 
Specifically, academic transfer student capital, comprised of various interactions with faculty 
and course-related skills and experiences, is proposed to predict academic adjustment after 
transfer through its positive impact on self-efficacy/intent to persist. In a review of the 
research on persistence in higher education, Tinto (1998) suggested that academic integration 
is the most important form of integration, especially for two-year college students who are 
likely to spend most of their campus time in the classroom environment as opposed to 
structured, out-of-classroom activities. This supports the inclusion of academic adjustment as 
an important outcome variable for community college transfer students.  
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The hypothesized predictive relationship between academic experiences and 
academic adjustment is indirect, through self-efficacy/intent to persist. Researchers have 
found self-efficacy to be a strong predictor of adjustment for college students (Brady-Amoon 
& Fuertes, 2011; Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001). In turn, self-efficacy in new academic 
environments is developed through individuals’ positive assessments of their related skills 
and abilities from a previous environment, all of which translates to academic success (Bean 
& Eaton, 2000). Therefore, in this model, academic skills, experiences, and forms of 
knowledge developed at the community college predict academic adjustment through self-
efficacy for transfer students at public universities.  
Self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustments are composite variables that 
comprised the second step, or endogenous variables, in the structural equation model. These 
two factors were extracted from observed variables in the L-TSQ, related to student 
experiences and perceptions at the four-year university. In the L-TSQ, survey questions in 
the university experiences section focused on classroom and out-of-classroom experiences 
and activities, assessing: course learning activities; interactions with and perceptions of 
faculty, students, and student services at the university; and the adjustment process. In 
addition, a section on motivation included items related to self-efficacy and plans to persist at 
the university. 
Independent variables 
The research questions in this study call for several, univariate analyses designed to 
explore the influence of background characteristics and academic skills and experiences on 
outcome variables. In addition, the proposed structural equation model organized several 
exogenous, academic transfer student capital variables as influencing the endogenous 
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variables of self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment in predictive 
relationships. Figure 1 provides a diagram of the proposed model fit. The independent and 
exogenous variables utilized in this study were extracted from self-report items on the L-
TSQ, as described in the next section. 
Background 
Self-reported background data was gathered through the L-TSQ for the full dataset on 
age, place of residence, degree aspiration, mother’s education, father’s education, and 
parental household income. Gender, ethnic/racial background, and number of credit hours 
transferred to the university were obtained from a combination of sources in the merged 
dataset. At the public research university campus, these variables were gathered through self-
report items on the L-TSQ. At the public comprehensive university campuses, these same 
variables were received from the Office of the Registrar via the electronic student 
information system. Demographic and academic background data were used in research 
questions one, three, and four in examining demographic characteristics of survey 
respondents, group differences on outcome variables, group differences on community 
college academic experiences, and relationships between student background characteristics 
and community college academic experiences.  
Community college experiences 
The community college experiences block of independent variables included 
academic student data along with self-report information on student experiences and 
perceptions. Respondents on the pubic research university campus completed self-report 
items on number of credit hours transferred to the university, community college attended, 
Associate of Arts (AA) degree status, and length of time thus far at the university. 
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Respondents on the public comprehensive university campus did not receive these self-report 
items on the L-TSQ since these data were matched to their other survey responses by the 
Office of the Registrar. In cases where the community college experience items did not 
match between the datasets, or a limitation existed in one of the datasets on a given variable, 
they were excluded from analysis. For example, the Associate of Arts degree variable in one 
of the datasets was flawed due to issues with the campus information system; therefore, it 
was not merged in the full dataset.  
Survey items assessed the following community college experience variables: hours 
spent on the community college campus; hours spent studying; hours spent working for pay; 
perceptions of academic challenge and skill development in general courses; course learning 
activities, such as note-taking and participating in course-related discussions, mentoring 
relationships, faculty validation, and staff validation. These variables were used in research 
questions one through five, examining academic characteristics and experiences of 
community college transfer students, differences in academic experiences and student-faculty 
interactions by groups, relationships among background characteristics and forms of 
academic transfer student capital, and as exogenous variables predicting self-efficacy/intent 
to persist and academic adjustment in a structural equation model.  
Transfer capital 
Transfer Student Capital (TSC) is a term coined by Frankie Santos Laanan and 
defined by Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) as a concept that “indicates how 
community college students accumulate knowledge in order to negotiate the transfer process, 
such as understanding credit transfer agreements between colleges, grade requirements for 
admission into a desired major, and course prerequisites” (p. 177). Moser (2012) revised the 
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L-TSQ instrument and broadened the concept of transfer student capital to include academic 
counseling, learning and study skills, experiences with faculty, faculty interactions, financial 
fluency, mentoring relationships, and motivation/self-efficacy.   
Operationalized in this study, academic forms of transfer student capital (ATSC) were 
used as exogenous variables in a structural equation model that proposed positive and 
predictive relationships on academic adjustment, mediated by self-efficacy/intent to persist. 
L-TSQ survey items within the TSC block include: community college experiences with 
advisors, perceptions and practices related to the transfer process and campus resources, 
experiences with community college faculty, accumulated learning and study skills, 
participation in transfer orientation programming, and knowledge of financial aid and 
scholarship funds.  In addition, items within the community college experience section of the 
L-TSQ focusing on experience with general courses and course learning were 
operationalized as forms of academic transfer student capital. 
Data Analysis 
These data were first analyzed using PASW Statistics 18 software through descriptive 
techniques. In response to research question one, analysis of frequencies provided 
information about the demographic characteristics of survey respondents. This descriptive 
analysis identified gender, age, race/ethnicity, father’s education level, mother’s education 
level, parental income, housing type, highest degree planned in any institution, and number 
of credit hours accepted at the transfer university.  
As directed in research question two, the analysis of frequencies identified academic 
experiences of community college transfer students. In addition, paired sample t-tests were 
used to analyze differences within the full sample of community college transfer students, 
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comparing mean scores on course learning and faculty experiences at the community college 
with mean scores on course learning and faculty experiences at the university.  
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to consolidate items from the L-TSQ into 
factors to be used as exogenous and endogenous variables in the structural equation model. 
Reliability scores were calculated on all factors extracted before they were accepted for use 
in multivariate analyses in addressing later research questions.  
Examination of research question three involved using one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) and independent sample t-tests to determine whether differences existed in mean 
levels of self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment based on several background 
characteristics. Students were grouped by age, parental income level, mother’s education 
level, father’s education level, place of residence, and number of credit hours transferred into 
the university in separate, one-way ANOVA procedures, with each of these variables applied 
as an independent variable in its respective analysis. Each background characteristic 
grouping variable was used in one ANOVA analysis with self-efficacy/intent to persist as the 
dependent variable, and another using academic adjustment as the dependent variable. Post-
hoc test analysis determined which of those differences between groups were statistically 
significant. Finally, independent sample t-tests were used to investigate whether mean 
differences existed on self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment by gender.  
In addressing research question four, t-test analysis of independent samples provided 
information about whether significant mean differences existed on measures of student-
faculty interaction and classroom experiences between gender groups. To address the second 
portion of research question four, Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to investigate 
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whether significant relationships existed between select background characteristics and 
measures of student-faculty interaction and course-related skills and experiences.  
Structural equation modeling was conducted using IBM SPSS and AMOS software to 
address research question five, which hypothesized that academic forms of transfer student 
capital positively influenced self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at the 
university. This model builds on previous work using the L-TSQ (Laanan, 2004; Laanan, 
Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011; Jackson, 2010; Moser, 2012), and in particular, research that 
introduced and developed the concept of transfer student capital (Laanan, Starobin, & 
Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012), by emphasizing academic forms of capital and their impact 
on academic adjustment for community college transfer students. The determination of 
model fit in this analysis was used to establish the degree to which academic skills and 
experiences at the community college impact student self-efficacy and academic adjustment 
at the university.  
SEM is an appropriate form of analysis for the hypothesis posed in this study, as it 
“allows researchers to test theoretical propositions regarding how constructs are theoretically 
linked and the directionality of significant relationships” (Schreiber et al, 2006, p. 326).  By 
examining the structure of academic forms of capital drawn from the hypothetical predictive 
model of transfer student adjustment (Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston, 2011) in a two-
institution study, this work adds to and deepens the body of research on factors that predict 
student success after transfer.  
Delimitations 
This study was delimited to vertical/upward transfer students in two public 
universities in the Midwest, one a four-year public doctoral/research-extensive institution and 
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one a four-year public comprehensive institution, from Iowa community colleges. Transfer 
students from other four-year universities and community colleges in states other than Iowa 
were not included in the study.  
 
Figure 3.1. Academic Transfer Student Capital 
Summary 
This study hypothesizes that academic skills and experiences, characterized as 
academic transfer student capital, positively influence self-efficacy/intent to persist and 
academic adjustment at two public four-year universities in the Midwest. Building on 
previous studies of the transfer student experience, this work contributes to the body of 
research on transfer by proposing a model that emphasizes how course-related skills and 
experiences and student-faculty interactions at the community college impact transfer student 
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success. This study also examines the relationship between student background 
characteristics and academic skills and experiences at the community college, and the 
potential differences in self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment by student 
background characteristics.  
This chapter has outlined the proposed methodological approach to answering 
research questions focused on the demographic characteristics of community college transfer 
students, their academic experiences at community colleges and four-year universities, 
differences in academic experiences, self-efficacy/intent to persist, and academic adjustment 
by background characteristics. This chapter also outlined the testing of a hypothetical 
structural equation model that proposed predictive relationships between academic forms of 
transfer student capital and self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment at four-
year universities. This included a description of the survey research design, centered on the 
Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-TSQ), which was uniquely designed to gather 
information about the complex transition experiences of community college transfer students 
at four-year universities.  
Limitations 
This study was limited by the necessity of using self-report data on demographic and 
academic record items from participants at the public research university campus. The Office 
of the Registrar on the site campus was uncomfortable matching student record information 
for an outside researcher, and therefore the study relied on self-reported grade point average, 
transfer hours, Associate of Arts degree status, community college attended, and 
demographic items. Some researchers have argued, however, that self-reported grade point 
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averages are accurate reflections of students’ actual academic records (Cassady, 2001), in 
particular for students who have done well academically (Kuncel, Crede, & Thomas, 2005).  
Several limitations arose related to merging the two datasets for this study. Because 
grade point average data was gathered differently in the two data collection processes (one 
asking for first semester grade point average and the other for cumulative grade point 
average), these variables could not be merged and included in the hypothesized model. This 
limitation also arose related to Associate of Arts degree completion and number of credit 
hours accepted at the point of transfer; therefore, the researcher was unable to combine and 
include these variables in the current study.  
A potentially important factor not accounted for in this study was the full- or part-
time status of transfer students when they were enrolled at the community college. 
Respondents were enrolled as full-time students at the university, but there was not an item 
on the survey that asked whether students were enrolled full- or part-time at the university. 
This may affect the comparability of activities, such as study hours and faculty interactions 
between the community college and the university, given that some students in this study 
may have been enrolled part time at the community college and full time at the university.  
This study is limited in the racial and ethnic homogeneity of the sample.  Analysis on 
the influence of race and ethnicity was limited to descriptive demographic information, since 
small numbers of non-white students responded to the surveys on both campuses.  This 
homogeneity was largely reflective of the demographic composition of the campuses on 
which the study was conducted.  However, greater diversity in this type of study would allow 
for analysis of the relationship of racial and ethnic background with the accumulation of 
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academic transfer student capital and subsequent transfer student adjustment, and would 
create more of an opportunity for generalizability.   
 While the sample size for this study was minimally adequate for a structural equation 
model analysis, a larger sample would have been more desirable given the complexity of the 
model.  Future studies examining the structure of transfer student capital could include more 
institutions to expand both the sample size and the ability to generalize results. 
 Finally, the nature of the Laanan-Transfer Student Questionnare (L-TSQ) is that 
students are retrospectively reporting on their skills and experiences at the community 
college after successfully transferring to the university.  Therefore, students who did not 
successfully transfer are not included in the analysis of which factors predict success. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
This chapter details the quantitative results of this study, organized by the research 
questions identified in Chapter 1. The first section reviews the demographic characteristics of 
the community college transfer students who responded to the survey through descriptive 
analysis of student background and demographic information. The second section highlights 
respondents’ academic experiences at the community college and the four-year university. 
The third section examines differences in outcome variables (self-efficacy/intent to persist 
and academic adjustment) between groups by age, gender, parental income, parental 
education, and number of transfer credit hours. The fourth section investigates differences in 
student-faculty interactions and course-related skills and experiences by gender along with 
relationships among these variables and student background characteristics. The fifth section 
tests the model fit of a hypothesized structural equation, proposing that academic forms of 
transfer student capital positively influence self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic 
adjustment. 
Background and Demographic Characteristics 
In response to research question one, Table 4.1 highlights the demographic and 
background characteristics of community college transfer students attending one of two 
public universities in the Midwest. Categories included in the table and described below are 
gender, age, race/ethnicity, father’s education level, mother’s education level, housing type, 
highest degree planned in any institution, and number of credit hours accepted at the transfer 
university. 
The gender distribution of respondents was slightly disproportionate to that of the 
university populations overall, with 61.1% female (n=265) and 38.9% male (n=169). While 
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transgender was listed as a gender category on the administered survey at one of the 
universities, none of the respondents chose that option.  
In terms of race/ethnicity, 91.7% of respondents reported White (n=398). In order of 
frequency, the other races/ethnicities reported were: Hispanic or Latino/a, 3.0% (n=13); two 
or more races, 2.3% (n=10); no response, 1.6% (n=7); African American or Black, .7% 
(n=3); and Asian American, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander, .7% (n=3).  
Most survey respondents were aged 24 or younger (80.9%), which still leaves nearly 
one-fifth of transfer students in this study in older age ranges. Specifically, 9.2% were 
between 25 and 29 years (n=40); 6.9% between 30 and 39 years (n=30); and 2.7% age 40 or 
older (n=12).  
Over half of transfer students in this study reported that their father did not have a 
college degree (55.7%), and nearly half reported the same of their mothers (48.5%). More 
specifically, 38.2% of fathers (n=166) and 31.4% of mothers (n=136) completed high school 
or less, and another 17.5% of fathers (n=76) and 17.1% of mothers (n=74) completed some 
college. The degree most commonly held by fathers was a bachelor’s degree at 18.4% 
(n=80), followed by an associate’s degree at 13.4% (n=58), and finally by graduate school at 
9.0% (n=39). The degree most commonly held by the mothers of survey respondents was 
nearly evenly split between an associate’s degree at 21.9% (n=95) and a bachelor’s degree at 
21.4% (n=93), followed by graduate school at 7.0% (n=30). Overall, mothers were more 
likely to have attended college and completed a degree than fathers, but less likely to have 
attended graduate school.  
Just over one quarter of respondents estimated parental income levels of $40,000 to 
$59,999 (25.1%, n=109), the largest group represented in this category. The next largest 
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income levels were those earning between $60,000 and $79,000 (20.7%; n=90), and $80,000 
or more (20.7%; n=90). Slightly fewer reported parental income of $20,000 to $39,999 
(16.4%; n=71), and a smaller number reported that their parents earned less than $20,000 per 
year (3.9%; n=17). A sizable number noted that they were independent of their parents and 
therefore did not report parental income (11.5%; n=50). This makes sense given that nearly 
10% of students in this study were age 30 or older, which may be associated with an 
independent status.  
The majority of community college transfer students in this study live off campus 
(76.7%; n=333), with 38.9% (n=169) living in a house or apartment not within walking 
distance of campus, 31.8% (n=138) in a private apartment or room within walking distance 
of campus, 5.5% (n=24) with parents or relatives, and only .5% (n=2) in a fraternity or 
sorority house. The remaining 23% (n=100) of student respondents live in a residence hall or 
other university housing.  
When asked to report their highest degree aspirations at any institution of higher 
education, nearly half of respondents (48.6%; n=211) chose bachelor’s degree. The next 
largest group chose master’s degree (34.3%; n=149). Just over 15% of students in this study 
aspire to complete a Ph.D., Ed.D., medical, or law degree. 
More than half of the students in this study transferred in between 60 to 74 credit 
hours to their public university (52.5%; n=228), a range that indicates junior status and 
includes the number of credit hours required to complete an associate’s degree at an Iowa 
community college. Another 8.5% (n=37) of respondents entered with 75 to 89 credit hours, 
at the high end of the junior status range. The next largest group of students entered with 
sophomore status, completing between 45 and 59 credit hours (15.4%; n=67), or between 30 
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to 44 credit hours (10.4%; n=45). Therefore, well over half of transfer students in this study 
entered the university as juniors (61%), and approximately one quarter entered as 
sophomores (25.8%). Finally, 8.7% (n=38) of respondents entered with freshman status, with 
29 or fewer accepted credit hours, and 3.9% (n=17) entered as seniors, with 90 or more 
accepted credit hours.  
Table 4.1 
Background Characteristics of Respondents 
Variable n % 
Gender 
 Female  265 61.1 
 Male  169 38.9 
Age 
 18-20 years  37 8.5 
 21 to 24 years  314 72.4 
 25-29 years  40 9.2 
 30-39 years  30 6.9 
 40-54 years  11 2.5 
 55 years or older  1 .2 
Race/ethnicity 
 White  398 91.7 
 African American/Black  3 .7 
 Asian American/Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  3 .7 
 Hispanic/Latino/a  13 3.0 
 Two or more races  10 2.3 
 No response  7 1.6 
Father’s education level 
 High school or less  166 38.2 
 Some college  76 17.5 
 Associate’s degree  58 13.4 
 Bachelor’s degree  80 18.4 
 Graduate school  39 9.0 
Mother’s education level 
 High school or less  136 31.4 
 Some college  74 17.1 
 Associate’s degree  95 21.9 
 Bachelor’s degree  93 21.4 
 Graduate school  30 7.0 
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Table 4.1 (Continued) 
Variable n % 
Parental income 
 Independent student  50 11.5 
 Less than $20,000  17 3.9 
 $20,000 to $39,999  71 16.4 
 $40,000 to $59,000  109 25.1 
 $60,000 to $79,999  90 20.7 
 $80,000 or more  90 20.7 
Housing type 
 Residence hall or other university 
housing  100 23.0 
 Fraternity or sorority house  2 .5 
 Private apartment or room (within 
walking distance )  138 31.8 
 House, apartment, etc. (not walking 
distance from campus)  169 38.9 
 With parents or relatives  24 5.5 
Highest degree planned in any institution 
 Bachelor’s (B.A. or B.S.)  211 48.6 
 Master’s (M.A. or M.S.)  149 34.3 
 Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)  42 9.7 
 Medical (MD, DDS, DO or DVM)  11 2.5 
 Law (JD or LLB)  13 3.0 
Accepted transfer hours 
 1 to 15 credit hours  17 3.9 
 16 to 29 credit hours  21 4.8 
 30 to 44 credit hours  45 10.4 
 45 to 59 credit hours  67 15.4 
 60 to 74 credit hours  228 52.5 
 75 to 89 credit hours  37 8.5 
 90 to 104 credit hours  10 2.3 
 105 to 119 credit hours  4 .9 
 120 or more credit hours  3 .7 
Academic and Co-Curricular Experiences 
In response to research question two, this section summarizes the self-reported 
academic experiences of community college transfer students. Table 4.2 compares the 
number of hours transfer students report having spent studying outside of class at the 
community college and at the university. While nearly half of survey respondents (49.5%; 
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n=215) studied five hours or fewer per week at the community college, only 9.9% (n=43) 
studied that same amount at the university. Another striking difference takes place on the 
high end of the spectrum, with only 8.6% (n=37) of students studying sixteen or more hours 
per week at the community college, while more than three times (38.3%; n=166) that number 
reported studying sixteen or more hours per week once enrolled at the university . During 
community college enrollment, students were most likely to study one to five hours per week 
(49.5%; n=215), followed by 6 to 10 hours per week (29.5%; n=128). During university 
enrollment, students were most likely to study six to ten hours per week (27.2%; n=118), 
followed by eleven to fifteen hours per week (24.0%; n=104). The least frequent response for 
community college students was more than twenty hours per week (3.5%; n=15), and the 
least frequent response for university students was one to five hours per week (9.9%; n=43).   
Table 4.2 
Comparison of Community College and University Experiences: Preparing for Class 
 Community 
college 
University 
Variable n % n % 
About how many hours a week did you usually spend  
studying or preparing for your classes at the community  
college/the university? 
 1 to 5 hours 215 49.5 43 9.9 
 6 to 10 hours 128 29.5 118 27.2 
 11 to 15 hours 49 11.3 104 24.0 
 16 to 20 hours 22 5.1 85 19.6 
 More than 20 hours 15 3.5 81 18.7 
Frequency distributions for academic experiences at the community college are 
detailed in Table 4.3. More than half of respondents agreed strongly or somewhat that their 
community courses required extensive reading and writing (53.2%, n=231), but nearly half 
disagreed strongly or somewhat with that statement (45.6%, n=198). On the topic of 
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advising, approximately two-thirds of students agreed somewhat or strongly that they 
consulted with academic advisors regarding transfer (67.3%, n=292), but only 39% (n=169) 
reported meeting with academic advisors on a regular basis. In addition, just under one-third 
of students reported having a faculty or staff mentor at the community college (30.6%, 
n=133). 
Table 4.3 
Community College Experiences: General Courses, Advising, and Mentoring 
Variable n % 
Courses demanded intensive writing assignments 
and projects 
 Disagree strongly  31 7.1 
 Disagree somewhat  119 27.4 
 Agree somewhat  188 43.3 
 Agree strongly  88 20.3 
Courses required extensive reading and writing 
 Disagree strongly  49 11.3 
 Disagree somewhat  149 34.3 
 Agree somewhat  172 39.6 
 Agree strongly  59 13.6 
I consulted with academic advisors/counselors  
regarding transfer 
 Disagree strongly  85 19.6 
 Disagree somewhat  52 12.0 
 Agree somewhat  140 32.3 
 Agree strongly  152 35.0 
I met with academic advisors/counselors on a regular 
basis 
 Disagree strongly  153 35.3 
 Disagree somewhat  106 24.4 
 Agree somewhat  97 22.4 
 Agree strongly  72 16.6 
I talked with an academic advisor about courses to  
take, requirements, educational plans 
 Disagree strongly  97 22.4 
 Disagree somewhat  46 10.6 
 Agree somewhat  148 34.1 
Did you have a faculty or staff mentor at your  
community college? 
 Yes  133 30.6 
 No  289 66.6 
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Frequency distributions of course learning and faculty experiences at the community 
college and the university are detailed in Table 4.4. Paired sample t-tests examining mean 
differences between respondents’ community college and university academic experiences 
yielded several statistically significant results, as described in Table 4.5. Overall, students 
engaged in course learning activities with greater frequency at the university than at the 
community college. There was a significant difference between the mean scores for taking 
detailed notes in class at the community college (M=3.24, SD=.81) and the university 
(M=3.59, SD=.63), t (419)=-8.59, p=<.001. Significant differences existed between trying to 
see how different facts and ideas fit together at the community college (M=3.13, SD=.81) 
and the university (M=3.38, SD=.66), t(419)=-6.874, p=<.001). There were significant 
differences between thinking about practical applications of course materials at the 
community college (M=3.14, SD=.77) and the university (M=3.44, SD=.68), t(416)=-7.993, 
p=<.001); between working on a paper or a project that involved integrating ideas from 
various sources at the community college (M=3.12, SD=.79) and the university (M=3.49, 
SD=.64), t(419)=-9.133, p=<.001); and between explaining the material to another student or 
friend at the community college (M=3.03, SD=.84) and the university (M=3.22, SD=.81), 
t(414)=-4.357, p=<.001.  
Paired sample t-tests yielded significant mean differences between students’ 
community college and university experiences with faculty, but on fewer items than were 
seen with course learning experiences. Students were significantly less likely to visit faculty 
and seek advice on class projects (such as writing assignments and research papers) at the 
community college (M=2.36, SD=.92) than at the university (M=2.64, SD=.90), t(421)=-
5.413, p=<.001). However, mean scores for feeling comfortable approaching faculty outside 
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of class were significantly higher at the community college (M=3.02, SD=.87) than at the 
university (M=2.85, SD=.96), t(420)=3.032, p=<.01).  
Table 4.4 
Frequency of Community College and University Experiences: Course Learning and 
Experiences with Faculty 
 Community 
college 
University 
Variable n % n % 
Took detailed notes in class 
 Never 10 2.3 1 .2 
 Occasionally 69 15.9 29 6.7 
 Often 156 35.9 115 26.5 
 Very often 189 43.5 284 65.4 
Participated in class discussions 
 Never 10 2.3 5 1.2 
 Occasionally 97 22.4 91 21.0 
 Often 150 34.6 147 33.9 
 Very often 189 43.5 184 42.4 
Tried to see how different facts and ideas fit together 
 Never 12 2.8 1 .2 
 Occasionally 82 18.9 42 9.7 
 Often 173 39.9 182 41.9 
 Very often 157 36.2 204 47.0 
Thought about the practical applications of the material 
 Never 11 2.5 3 .7 
 Occasionally 71 16.4 36 8.3 
 Often 195 44.9 158 36.4 
 Very often 147 33.9 229 52.8 
Worked on a paper or project where I had to integrate ideas  
from various sources 
 Never 11 2.5 0 0.0 
 Occasionally 78 18.0 36 8.3 
 Often 187 43.1 147 33.9 
 Very often 148 34.1 246 56.7 
Tried to explain the material to another student or friend 
 Never 11 2.5 9 2.1 
 Occasionally 108 24.9 76 17.5 
 Often 159 36.6 153 35.3 
 Very often 144 33.2 188 43.3 
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Table 4.4 (Continued) 
 Community 
college 
University 
Variable n % n % 
Visited faculty and sought their advice on class projects  
such as writing assignments and research papers 
 Never  74 17.1  38 8.8 
 Occasionally  179 41.2  166 38.2 
 Often  113 26.0  145 33.4 
 Very often  58 13.4  82 18.9 
Felt comfortable approaching faculty outside of class 
 Never  19 4.4  39 9.0 
 Occasionally  99 22.8  122 28.1 
 Often  160 36.9  138 31.8 
 Very often  147 33.9  130 30.0 
Asked my instructor for information related to a course I  
was taking (grades, make-up work, assignments, etc.) 
 Never  20 4.6  16 3.7 
 Occasionally  136 31.3  152 35.0 
 Often  152 35.0  156 35.9 
 Very often  115 26.5  104 24.0 
Visited informally and briefly with an instructor before or  
after class. 
 Never  55 12.7  66 15.2 
 Occasionally  152 35.0  166 38.2 
 Often  114 26.3  120 27.6 
 Very often  100 23.0  78 18.0 
Discussed my career plans and ambitions with a faculty  
member. 
 Never  106 24.4  103 23.7 
 Occasionally  153 35.3  151 34.8 
 Often  87 20.0  106 24.4 
 Very often  77 17.7  71 16.4 
Asked my instructor for comments and criticisms about 
my work. 
 Never  73 16.8  69 15.9 
 Occasionally  162 37.3  158 36.4 
 Often  108 24.9  127 29.3 
 Very often  82 18.9  74 17.1 
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Table 4.5 
Comparison of Community College and University Course Learning Experiences and 
Experiences with Faculty 
 How often did you do each of the following? 
(answered on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (very often) 
 Community college University Paired samples t test 
 n M SD n M SD t df p 
Took detailed notes in 
class. 
420 3.24 .809 420 3.59 .625 -8.594 419 .000 
Participated in class 
discussions. 
418 3.12 .839 418 3.20 .806 -1.961 417 .051 
Tried to see how 
different facts and ideas 
fit together. 
420 3.13 .813 420 3.38 .664 -6.874 419 .000 
Thought about practical 
applications of the 
material. 
417 3.14 .773 417 3.44 .677 -7.993 416 .000 
Worked on a paper or 
project where I had to 
integrate ideas from 
various sources. 
420 3.12 .793 420 3.49 .643 -9.133 419 .000 
Tried to explain the 
material to another 
student or friend. 
415 3.03 .842 415 3.22 .811 -4.357 414 .000 
Visited faculty and 
sought their advice on 
class projects such as 
writing assignments and 
research papers. 
422 2.36 .924 422 2.64 .895 -5.413 421 .000 
Felt comfortable 
approaching faculty 
outside of class. 
421 3.02 .873 421 2.85 .962 3.032 420 .003 
Asked my instructor for 
information related to a 
course I was taking 
(grades, make-up work, 
assignments, etc.). 
419 2.85 .875 419 2.82 .845 .739 418 .460 
Visited informally and 
briefly with an 
instructor before or 
after class. 
418 2.61 .986 418 2.50 .963 1.947 417 .052 
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Table 4.5 (Continued) 
 How often did you do each of the following? 
(answered on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (very often) 
 Community college University Paired samples t test 
 n M SD n M SD t Df p 
Discussed my career 
plans and ambitions 
with a faculty member. 
421 2.32 1.044 421 2.35 1.017 -.565 420 .572 
Asked my instructor for 
comments and 
criticisms about my 
work. 
420 2.47 .995 420 2.50 .956 -.576 419 .565 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Exploratory factor analysis with principal components extraction and varimax 
rotation was used to consolidate several items from the L-TSQ into constructs related to 
student academic experiences at the community college and academic adjustment at the 
university. Skewness and kurtosis scores were examined, and followed up with a review of 
histograms for each variable to screen for normality. One variable was removed from the 
factor analysis due to skewness levels that indicated a non-normal distribution. The variable 
titled “took detailed notes in class” had a skewness value of -1.318. When a skewness score 
moves significantly away from zero in a negative direction, it indicates “a pileup of cases to 
the right and the left tail is too long” (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2007, p. 79).  
After the initial exploratory factor analysis, correlation matrices were reviewed to 
detect any issues related to multicollinearity, which arises when correlations between 
variables approach one (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Therefore, in cases where variables 
were correlated at .7 or above, one of the variables was omitted from the factor analysis to 
eliminate multicollinearity. Those removed were: “My course instructors allowed the 
expression of differing viewpoints in their courses”; “My instructors personally cared about 
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me”; “Your mentor cared about whether or not you succeeded at the institution”; “Overall the 
courses were intellectually challenging”; “The courses demanded intensive writing 
assignments and projects”; “Tried to see how different facts and ideas fit together”; test-
taking skills; problem-solving skills; and note-taking skills.  
Kaiser’s measure of sampling adequacy was performed to determine factorability of 
this sample. Values of .6 and above indicate favorable conditions for factor analysis 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, all factors had Kaiser’s measure of sampling 
adequacy values of .6 or above.  
The exploratory factor analysis generated nine constructs, all of which build on those 
developed by previous studies using the L-TSQ (Laanan, 2004; Laanan, Starobin, & 
Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012). These were: experiences with faculty, faculty validation, 
interactions with faculty, mentoring, learning and study skills, general courses, course 
learning, academic adjustment, and motivation/intent to persist. These factors were used in 
the structural equation model for this study to further develop the concept of transfer student 
capital proposed by Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston (2011) into a model of the interaction of 
academic transfer student capital with academic adjustment and intent to persist. Comrey and 
Lee (1992) noted that loadings above .55 are considered good, and above .63 are considered 
very good with flexibility in cutoff levels for researcher interpretation (as cited in Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2007). In this study, items that loaded at .6 or above were included in each factor.  
Reliability was determined by computing Cronbach’s alpha scores. Urdan (2010) 
noted that “when a set of items has an alpha level of .70 or higher, it is considered acceptably 
reliable” (p. 178). Alpha levels in this study ranged from .698 to .900. The researcher 
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included the factor of academic adjustment factor with a reliability of .698, since the alpha 
was very close to the .70 criteria level. 
Table 4.6 
Exploratory Factor Loadings and Reliability Analysis 
Variables (alpha coefficients in parentheses) 
Factor 
loading 
Academic Transfer Student Capital/Community College Experiences  
Experiences with Faculty (α = .900)  
 Visited informally and briefly with an instructor before or after class. 
Asked my instructor for information related to a course I was taking (grades, make-
up work, assignments, etc.) 
Visited faculty and sought their advice on class projects such as writing assignments 
and research paper. 
Discussed my career plans and ambitions with a faculty member. 
Felt comfortable approaching faculty outside of class. 
Asked my instructor for comments and criticisms about my work. 
.848 
 
.752 
 
.731 
.701 
.674 
.665 
Faculty Validation (α = .870)  
 My course instructors valued the contribution that I (or other students) made to their 
course. 
My course instructors respected my opinion even if it differed from their own. 
My course instructors showed an active interest in my education goals and pursuits. 
My course instructors genuinely cared about whether or not the students in their 
classes succeeded at the institution. 
 
.857 
.801 
.748 
 
.724 
Interactions with Faculty (α = .854)  
 I had the opportunity to collaborate with at least one faculty/staff member on 
activities outside of class at my previous institution. 
I had the opportunity to collaborate with at least one faculty/staff member on 
activities related to my coursework at my previous institution.  
At least one faculty/staff member at my previous institution encouraged me to 
participate in institutionally sponsored/related activities. 
 
.851 
 
.752 
 
.740 
Mentoring (α = .805)  
 Your faculty/staff mentor had regular contact with you. 
Your faculty/staff mentor provided you with valuable information related to how to 
succeed academically.  
.856 
 
.772 
Learning and Study Skills (α = .848) 
 
 Computer skills. 
Research skills. 
Reading skills. 
Writing skills. 
Mathematical skills. 
Speaking and oral presentation skills. 
.751 
.731 
.703 
.689 
.657 
.650 
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Table 4.6 (Continued) 
Variables (alpha coefficients in parentheses) 
Factor 
loading 
General Courses (α = .831) 
 
 The courses prepared me for the academic standards at my current college. 
The courses required extensive reading and writing. 
The courses prepared me for my major at my current college. 
The courses developed my critical and analytical thinking. 
.824 
.776 
.749 
.622 
Course Learning (α = .802) 
 
 Thought about the practical applications of the material. 
Participated in class discussions. 
Tried to explain the material to another student or friend. 
Worked on a paper or project where I had to integrate ideas from various sources. 
.795 
.771 
.756 
.699 
University Experiences  
Academic Adjustment (α = .698)  
 Adjusting to the academic standards or expectations at my current college has been 
easy. 
I experienced a dip in grades (GPA) during my first semester at the university.
 b
 
My level of stress increased when I started at the university.
 b
 
 
.850 
.801 
.660 
Self-Efficacy//Intent to Persist (α = .767)  
 I have declared a major at my current college. 
I plan to graduate from my current college. 
I have a strong desire to be successful in college. 
I have the skills and ability necessary for success in college. 
.807 
.785 
.732 
.722 
a
New construct. 
b
Item was reverse coded.  
Differences in Academic Adjustment and Intent to Persist by Background 
Characteristics 
Research question three asked whether significant differences exist in intent to persist 
and academic adjustment by student background characteristics such as age, gender, parental 
income, parental education, and number of transfer credit hours. To answer this question, 
one-way ANOVA statistical analyses were conducted to compare whether mean differences 
existed on each of the dependent variables—intent to persist and academic adjustment—by 
groupings within several different background characteristics. The background 
characteristics included as independent variables in these tests were age, parental income, 
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father’s education, and number of credit hours transferred to the university. Mother’s 
education was not utilized in this analysis because it was highly correlated with father’s 
education, so examination of only one of these measures of parental education was 
necessary. Both intent to persist and academic achievements are factors extracted through the 
exploratory factor analysis. Intent to persist is computed on a scale of 4 to 16, from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree, and academic adjustment on a scale of 3 to 12, from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. See Tables 4.7 through 4.10 for a comprehensive overview of all 
ANOVA results.  
Only one ANOVA procedure yielded a statistically significant result, that of intent to 
persist as a dependent variable and parental income as an independent variable, which is 
detailed in Table 4.10. The test of homogeneity of variances on this one-way ANOVA 
yielded a significant result, indicating that equal variances could not be assumed. Therefore, 
the Welsh robust test of equality of means was applied to determine statistical significance. 
There was a significant effect of parental income on intent to persist at the p<.001 level 
[Welch’s F(5, 105.14) = 5.26, p<.001]. The Games-Howell post-hoc test is designed for 
situations where variances are not equal; as such, it was used to determine significance in this 
ANOVA. The results are detailed in Table 4.11, and demonstrate that the mean score on 
intent to persist for parental income of $20,000 to $39,000 (M=15.56, SD=.71) was 
significantly higher than the mean score for students with parental income of $40,000 to 
$59,999 (M=14.94, SD=1.45). In addition, the mean score on intent to persist for students 
with parental income of $40,000 to $59,999 (M=14.94, SD=1.45) was significantly lower 
than for parental income of $60,000 to $79,000 (M=15.47, SD=1.06. 
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Next, an independent samples t-test was conducted to compare means on intent to 
persist and academic adjustment between male and female students. There was not a 
significant difference between the scores for males (M=15.10, SD=1.43) and females 
(M=15.18, SD=1.36) on intent to persist; t(422)=-.577, p=.564 (two-tailed). In addition, there 
was not a significant result between males (M=6.96, SD=2.28) and females (M=7.29, 
SD=2.43) on academic adjustment; t(422)=-1.38, p=.168 (two-tailed). The results of these 
independent samples t-tests are presented in Table 4.12.  
Table 4.7 
One-Way ANOVA of Intent to Persist and Academic Adjustment by Transfer Hours 
Dependent Variable Groups SS df MS F p 
Intention to Persist Between 3.718 4 .930 .479 .751 
 Within 808.575 471 1.939 
 Total 812.294 421 
Academic Adjustment Between 10.572 4 2.643 .464 .762 
 Within 2381.815 418 5.698 
 Total 2392.388 422 
Table 4.8 
One-Way ANOVA of Intent to Persist and Academic Adjustment by Father’s Education 
Dependent Variable Groups SS df MS F p 
Intention to Persist Between 9.721 4 2.430 1.53 .194 
 Within 454.286 286 
 Total 464.007 290 
Academic Adjustment Between 23.403 4 5.851 1.133 .341 
 Within 1476.624 286 5.163 
 Total 1500.027 290 
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Table 4.9 
One-Way ANOVA of Intent to Persist and Academic Adjustment by Age 
Dependent Variable Groups SS df MS F p 
Intention to Persist Between 6.143 4 1.536 .795 .529 
 Within 807.474 418 1.932 
 Total 813.617 422 
Academic Adjustment Between 10.572 4 2.643 .464 .762 
 Within 2381.815 418 5.698 
 Total 2392.388 422 
Table 4.10 
One-Way ANOVA of Intent to Persist and Academic Adjustment by Parental Income 
Dependent Variable Groups SS df MS F p 
Intent to Persist Between 52.73 5 10.55 5.817 .000* 
 Within 748.798 1.813 
 Total 801.527 418 
Academic Adjustment Between 16.644 5 3.329 .583 .713 
 Within 2381.815 418 5.698 
 Total 2392.388 422 
*p < .001 
Table 4.11 
Post-Hoc Test – Comparisons of Intent to Persist by Parental Income 
Test (I) parental (J) parental Mean Standard p 
 income income Difference Error 
 
Game Independent Less than $20,000 -1.186 .634 .448 
Howell $20,000 to $39,999 -.496 .228 .263 
 $40,000 to $59,999 .117 .254 .997 
 $60,000 to $79,999 -.405 .239 .538 
 $80,000 and above .027 .267 1.00 
 Less than Independent -1.186 .634 .448 
 $20,000 $20,000 to $39,999 -1.682 .604 .113 
 $40,000 to $59,999 -1.069 .614 .526 
 $60,000 to $79,999 -1.592 .608 .149 
 $80,000 and above -1.159 .620 .450 
 $20,000 to Independent .496 .228 .263 
 $39,999 Less than $20,000 1.682 .604 .113 
 $40,000 to $59,999 .613* .164 .004* 
*p < .05 
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Table 4.11 (Continued) 
Test (I) parental (J) parental Mean Standard p 
 income income Difference Error 
 $20,000 to $60,000 to $79,999 .090 .141 .988 
 $39,999 $80,000 and above .523 .184 .058 
 $40,000 to Independent -.117 .254 .997 
 $59,999 Less than $20,000 1.069 .614 .526 
 $20,000 to $39,999 -.613* .164 .004* 
 $60,000 to $79,999 -.523* .180 .046* 
 $80,000 and above -.091 .215 .998 
 $60,000 to Independent .405 .239 .538 
 $79,999 Less than $20,000 1.592 .608 .149 
 $20,000 to $39,999 -.090 .141 .988 
 $40,000 to $59,999 .523* .180 .046* 
 $80,000 and above .432 .198 .251 
 $80,000 Independent -.027 .267 1.000 
 and above Less than $20,000 1.159 .620 .450 
 $20,000 to $39,999 -.522 .216 .153 
 $40,000 to $59,999 .091 .215 .998 
 $60,000 to $79,999 -.432 .198 .251 
*p < .05 
Table 4.12 
Independent Samples T-Test: Intent to Persist and Academic Adjustment by Gender  
Dependent Variable Males Females t df p (two-tailed) 
Intent to Persist 15.10 15.18 -.577 422 .564 
Academic Adjustment 6.96 7.29 -1.382 422 .168 
Relationships between Academic Transfer Student Capital and Background 
Characteristics 
Research question four asked whether significant differences exist in measures of 
student-faculty interactions and classroom experiences by gender, and whether significant 
relationships exist among student background characteristics and measures of academic 
transfer student capital.  
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Independent sample t-tests were run to determine whether significant mean 
differences existed between male and female students on each academic transfer student 
capital construct. There was a significant difference between the scores for males (M=10.74, 
SD=2.94) and females (M=11.47, SD=2.81) on experiences in general courses, which 
measures the degree to which students believe their community college courses prepared 
them for the rigor of their university courses; t(426)=-2.56, p=.011. There was also a 
significant difference between males (M=22.12, SD=4.66) and females on learning and study 
skills developed at the community college; t(420)=-2.67, p=.008. 
There was not a significance between males and females on course learning (t=-
1.337, df=420, p=.182), mentoring (t=-.544, df=149, p=.587), interactions with faculty (t=-
1.36, df=161, p=.176), faculty validation (t=-.654, df=412, p=.513), experiences with faculty 
(t=-.491, df=415, p=.623), and interactions with faculty (M=23.43, SD=5.05). The results of 
these independent samples t-tests are presented in Table 4.13. 
Table 4.13 
Independent Samples T-Test: Academic Transfer Student Capital by Gender  
Dependent Variable Males Females t df p (two-tailed) 
General Courses 10.74 11.47 -2.26 426 .011* 
Learning and Study Skills 22.12 23.43 -2.67 420 .008** 
Course Learning 12.18 12.52 -1.34 420 .182 
Mentoring 6.57 6.71 -.54 149 .587 
Interactions with Faculty 8.86 9.41 -1.36 161 .176 
Faculty Validation 13.29 13.43 -.65 412 .513 
Experiences with Faculty 15.47 15.70 -.49 415 .623 
*p < .05, **p<.01 
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Next, Pearson correlations were computed to examine the relationship between key 
background characteristics, age, father’s education, parental income, gender, and number of 
credit hours transferred to the university. Pearson correlations examined measures of 
academic transfer student capital, specifically experiences with faculty, faculty validation, 
interactions with faculty, mentoring, learning and study skills, general courses, and course 
learning. Table 4.14 summarizes the results of all Pearson correlations in this analysis. 
There was a positive correlation between age and course learning (r=.161, n=421, 
p=.001), indicating that as student age increases, so does engagement in course learning 
activities at the community college, such as participating in class discussions and thinking 
about practical applications of course materials. There were no significant correlations 
between father’s education and any of the measures of academic transfer student capital.  A 
negative correlation existed between parental income and course learning (r=-.124, n=421, 
p=.011), demonstrating that as parental income decreases, so does participation in course 
learning activities at the community college. Significant and positive relationships existed 
between gender and two measures of academic transfer student capital: learning and study 
(skills, r=.129, n=421, p=.008) and general courses (r=.123, n=427, p=.011). This suggests 
that females were more likely to have developed skills related to areas such as research, 
reading, writing, and mathematics at the community college that helped them prepare for 
academic rigor at the university, and that females were more likely to feel that they 
experienced academic rigor in their courses at the community college that prepared them for 
the university academic experience.  
Number of credit hours transferred to the university was positively correlated with 
several measures of academic transfer student capital. These included faculty validation (r= 
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.108, n=413, p=.029), interactions with faculty (r=.158, n=162, p=.045), mentoring (r=.219, 
n=150, p=.007), and learning and study skills (r=.106, n=421, p=.029). This indicates that as 
the number of credit hours students transfer to the university increases, so does the likelihood 
that students experienced validation and mentoring from faculty at the community college, 
had the opportunity to interact and collaborate with faculty at the community college, and 
developed learning and study skills in preparation for the university.  
Table 4.14 
Pearson Correlations of Background Characteristics and Measures of Academic Transfer 
Student Capital 
Measures Age Father’s 
Education 
Parental 
Income 
Gender Transfer Hours 
Experiences with 
Faculty
a
 
.002 -.012 .019 .024 .038 
Faculty Validation
b
 .058 .001 -.017 .032 .108* 
Interactions with 
Faculty
c
 
-.007 -.113 .057 .107 .158* 
Mentoring
d
 .135 -.080 -.058 .045 .219** 
Learning and Study 
Skills
e
 
.007 -.042 .005 .129** .106* 
General Courses
f
 .067 .016 -.012 .123* .091 
Course Learning
e
 .161** -.016 -.124* .065 .050 
a 
n=416. 
b
n=413. 
c
n=162. 
d
n=150. 
e
n=421. 
e
n=427. 
*p < .05, **p<.01 
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Table 4.15 
Factors for SEM: Exploratory Factor Loadings and Reliability Analysis 
Variables (alpha coefficients in parentheses) 
Factor 
loading 
Academic Transfer Student Capital/Community College Experiences  
Experiences with Faculty (α = .839)  
 Visited informally and briefly with an instructor before or after class. 
Asked my instructor for information related to a course I was taking (grades, make-
up work, assignments, etc.) 
Visited faculty and sought their advice on class projects such as writing assignments 
and research paper. 
.848 
 
.752 
 
.731 
Faculty Validation (α = .824)  
 My course instructors valued the contribution that I (or other students) made to their 
course.  
My course instructors respected my opinion even if it differed from their own. 
My course instructors showed an active interest in my education goals and pursuits. 
 
.857 
.801 
.748 
Interactions with Faculty (α = .854)  
 I had the opportunity to collaborate with at least one faculty/staff member on 
activities outside of class at my previous institution. 
I had the opportunity to collaborate with at least one faculty/staff member on 
activities related to my coursework at my previous institution.  
At least one faculty/staff member at my previous institution encouraged me to 
participate in institutionally sponsored/related activities. 
 
.851 
 
.752 
 
.740 
Mentoring (α = .805)  
 Your faculty/staff mentor had regular contact with you. 
Your faculty/staff mentor provided you with valuable information related to how to 
succeed academically.  
.856 
 
.772 
Learning and Study Skills (α = .615) 
 
 Computer skills. 
Research skills. 
.751 
.731 
General Courses (α = .831) 
 
 The courses prepared me for the academic standards at my current college. 
The courses required extensive reading and writing. 
The courses prepared me for my major at my current college. 
.824 
.776 
.749 
Course Learning (α = .802) 
 
 Thought about the practical applications of the material. 
Participated in class discussions. 
Tried to explain the material to another student or friend. 
.795 
.771 
.756 
a
New construct. 
b
Item was reverse coded.  
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Table 4.15 (Continued) 
Variables (alpha coefficients in parentheses) 
Factor 
loading 
University Experiences  
Academic Adjustment (α = .698)  
 Adjusting to the academic standards or expectations at my current college has been 
easy. 
I experienced a dip in grades (GPA) during my first semester at the university.
 b
 
My level of stress increased when I started at the university.
 b
 
 
.850 
.801 
.660 
Self-Efficacy//Intent to Persist (α = .785) 
I have declared a major at my current college. 
I plan to graduate from my current college. 
.807 
.785 
a
New construct. 
b
Item was reverse coded. 
Academic Transfer Student Capital Model Fit 
The final research question asked whether the hypothesized model linking classroom 
experiences and student-faculty interactions at the community college to self-efficacy/intent 
to persist and academic adjustment at the community college was accurate. The factors 
comprising academic transfer student capital were interactions with faculty (IWF), 
experiences with faculty (EF), learning and study skills (LSS), mentoring (MENT), faculty 
validation (FV), experiences with general courses (EGC), and course learning. These factors 
were hypothesized to influence students’ self-efficacy/intent to persist at the university (SE), 
and ultimately their academic adjustment (ADJUST). The observed variables making up 
these constructs, factor loadings, and reliability coefficients are detailed in Table 4.15.  
AMOS 21 software was utilized to determine if the hypothesized model fit the data in this 
study.   
Missing data and sample size 
Occurrences of missing data were determined to be small in number, with no 
discernible pattern. Missing data must be addressed to avoid biased study results (Byrne, 
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2010). Maximum likelihood estimation was utilized in this study to address missing data. 
This method is preferred over data deletion procedures, which make the unlikely assumption 
that missing items are completely random, and may therefore lead to faulty inferences (Little 
& Rubin, 1987). Deletion may also reduce power in an analysis if the number of missing 
items requires that a large number of cases are removed, and the dataset is therefore reduced 
significantly in size (McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo, 2007).   
Maximum likelihood estimation is a model-based procedure that works to “choose 
estimates with values that maximize the probability of obtaining the observed data” through 
the application of “a formula (the likelihood function) that estimates the probability or 
likelihood of the data as a function of both the data and the unknown parameters” 
(McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo, 2007, p. 163). This is an appropriate method for 
handling missing data in the current study given that maximum likelihood procedures 
“produce unbiased estimates in large samples, they are efficient (small standard errors), and 
in repeated samplings the estimates approximate a normal distribution” (McKnight, 
McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo, 2007, p. 163). 
The sample size for this study is 434, which is appropriate given that SEM analyses 
are designed for larger samples, typically greater than 200 cases. In addition, attention should 
be given to the relationship between parameters and latent variables in complex models. 
Westland (2010) argued that a ratio of parameters to latent variables is a more effective 
determinant of required sample size in structural equation models than the more common 
calculation of cases per parameter. Marsh, Balla, and Hau (1996) suggested that when 
r=parameters/latent variables, r would ideally equal 6-10.  However, Westland (2010) noted 
that most published SEM studies use a ratio of 3-4, and the ratio for the structural model in 
97 
 
this study falls into the latter range at 3. Westland (2010) goes on to explain that adequate 
sample size can then be determined by using the formula 50r
2
-450r+100=n, where n refers to 
the sample size. In this study, the r of 3 yields a required sample size of 200. 
Normality 
As noted earlier in this chapter, observed variables found to have unacceptable 
skewness or kurtosis levels that indicate a non-normal distribution were left out of the 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and were therefore also excluded from the structural 
equation model. In addition, correlation matrices were run prior to the EFA to detect 
multicollinearity issues, after which observed variables with correlations above .7 were 
handled by removing one of the two offending variables. Therefore, issues of non-normality 
were resolved prior to the SEM analysis. 
Fit indices 
Structural equation modeling is a statistical technique “for investigating the 
plausibility of theoretical models that might explain the interrelationships among a set of 
variables” (Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2).  In order to determine the plausibility of the model 
being investigated, SEM works to assess “goodness of fit and the estimation of parameters of 
the hypothesized model” (p. 2).  The chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic (χ2 ) “was originally 
developed to serve as a criterion for model evaluation”, but is limited in its ability to measure 
model adequacy in many cases, such as those involving large sample sizes and violations of 
underlying assumptions (Hu and Bentler, 1998, p. 425).  In response to this, alternative fit 
indices were developed to more adequately determine model fit (Bentler &  Bonett, 1980).  
Fit indices differ from the chi-square statistic in that they “can be used to quantify the degree 
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of fit along a continuum” and “quantify the extent to which the variation and covariation in 
the data are accounted for by a model” (Hu & Bentler, 1998, p. 426).    
The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) has been recommended as an effective fit index 
across a range of sample sizes (Bentler, 1990), and as sensitive to detecting simple and 
complex model misspecification (Hu and Bentler, 1998).  Scores on the CFI range from 0 to 
1.0, and the larger the CFI value the better the model fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The 
cutoff for acceptable model fit has been modified over time.  Bentler and Bonett (1980) 
initially suggested that “models with overall fit indices of less than .9 can usually be 
improved substantially” (p. 600) and noted that experience would be required to make more 
specific determination values that indicate meaningful fit.  More recently, a CFI cutoff value 
of .95 has been established as indicative of acceptable model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998; 
Schreiber et al., 2006).   As a result, the CFI score of .95 is being used as the cutoff for 
acceptable model fit in this study. 
The Root Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA) is an absolute fit index that 
“estimates the lack of fit in a model compared to a perfect (saturated) model” (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007, p. 717).  The RMSEA is a fit index that is sensitive to the number of parameters 
and the resulting specification of structural equation models (Byrne, 2010). Hu and Bentler 
(1999) recommend a cutoff score of .06, while others suggest that scores up to .08 are 
acceptable (Schreiber et al., 2006).  For this study, the more stringent cutoff score of .06 will 
be applied. 
Measurement model 
The first step in evaluating the hypothetical structural model is to test its 
measurement model. This is achieved through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), a process 
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that “depicts the pattern of observed variables for those latent constructs of the hypothesized 
model” (Schreiber et al, 2006, p. 325). This test examines both the factor loadings and the 
reliability of observed variables that make up the latent constructs. The measurement model 
was run with the constructs that emerged from the exploratory factor analysis, as detailed in 
Table 4.6. The overall goodness-of-fit was less than acceptable, with χ2 (356)=677.92, 
p<.001; CFI=.94, RMSEA=.05. While the RMSEA was within the acceptable range of less 
than .08, the CFI was slightly below the acceptable range of > .95. 
The measurement model was refined to exclude observed variables with lower factor 
loadings into latent constructs, as determined from the exploratory factor analysis. Items with 
loadings below .73 were removed from the first order of the measurement model.  These 
included: “Discussed my career plans and ambitions with a faculty member,” “Felt 
comfortable approaching faculty outside of class,” and “Asked my instructor for comments 
and criticisms about my work” (EF); “My course instructors genuinely cared about whether 
or not the students in their classes succeeded at the institution” (FV);  reading skills, writing 
skills, mathematical skills, and speaking and oral communication skills (LSS); “The courses 
developed my critical and analytical thinking” (EGC); “Worked on a paper or project where I 
had to integrate ideas from various sources” (CL); “I have a strong desire to be successful in 
college,” and “I have the skills and abilities necessary for success in college” (SE).  
This improved goodness-of-fit for the measurement model to an acceptable level of χ2 
(131)=206.50, p<.001; CFI=.97, RMSEA=.04. Table 4.15 details the updated factors, factor 
loadings, and reliability coefficients that emerged from the measurement model analysis and 
modification.  With the measurement model sufficiently modified, the researcher moved 
forward to assess fit for the full structural model.   
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Structural model 
The second and third order latent constructs and their associated observed variables 
were added to create the full structural model. After calculating the estimates for the 
structural model, it was determined that the exclusion of two observed variables with the 
lowest factor loadings into SE in the first order would improve goodness-of-fit. The modified 
latent variable with factor loadings and reliability information is detailed in Table 14.15. It 
was also determined that the correlation of error terms of the endogenous variables SE and 
ADJUST were required to improve goodness-of-fit. This indicates that the measurement 
error associated with the observed variables comprising the SE latent variable were 
correlated with each other, as were the measurement errors associated with the ADJUST 
latent variable.  
The full structural model, after adjusting for correlated error terms and removing 
items with weaker factors loadings in the measurement model and first order, yielded an 
acceptable fit as measured by the Comparison Fit Index (CFI) and the Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) indices, CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04.  However, other indices 
within the model output raised concern about its acceptability.  First, the error term for the 
ADJUST variable was negative, providing a signal of model misspecification (Kolenikov & 
Bollen, 2012).  In addition, factor loadings for the SE variable were very low in the context 
of the structural model, indicating that this particular factor was problematic.  Finally, the 
regression path between self-efficacy/intent to persist and academic adjustment was not 
statistically significant.  For all of these reasons, even though this model has acceptable fit as 
measured by the CFI and RMSEA, the researcher decided to reject the hypothesized model 
and move to a modified structural model.  Specifically, misspecification of SE within this 
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structure led the researcher to a model with direct effects of academic transfer student capital 
into ADJUST.    
The parameter estimates, standardized, unstandardized, and significance levels for 
this initial, and ultimately rejected, structural model are detailed in Table 14.16. Statistically 
significant predictive relationships were identified on all paths from observed factors into 
latent variables in the measurement model, and on the paths between experiences with 
faculty and self-efficacy/intent to persist (β=-5.25, p<.01), learning and study skills and self-
efficacy/intent to persist (β=-13.69, p<.001), mentoring and self-efficacy/intent to persist 
(β=10.87, p<.001), faculty validation and self-efficacy/intent to persist (β=-4.87, p<.01), and 
experiences with general courses and self-efficacy-intent to persist (β=7.25, p<.01).   
 
Figure 4.1. Academic Transfer Student Capital Full Structural Model 
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Table 4.16 
Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Model in Figure 4.1 (Standard 
errors in parentheses; N=434) 
Parameter Estimate B β p 
Measurement Model Estimates 
IWF 14.1   .87 (.07) .82 ** 
IWF 14.2   .87 (.08)   .79   ** 
IWF 14.3   1.00   .86   ** 
EF 19.1   1.00   .78   ** 
EF 19.3 .97 (.06) .80 ** 
EF 19.4 1.06 (.07) .77 ** 
LSS 20.1 1.00 .59 ** 
LSS 20.6 1.24 (.13) .65 ** 
MENT 13.1 .96 (.10) .81 ** 
MENT 13.3 1.00 .83 ** 
CL 18.2 1.05 (.09) .72 ** 
CL 18.4 .95 (.08) .71 ** 
CL 18.6 1.00 .70 ** 
FV 15.3 .80 (.05) .77 ** 
FV 15.4 .91 (.06) .88 ** 
FV 15.5 1.00 .75 ** 
EGC 10.4 1.33 (.09) .88 ** 
EGC 10.5 1.12 (.08) .71 ** 
EGC 10.6 1.00 .72 ** 
SE 23.2 1.00 .17 ** 
SE 23.3 .65 (.23) .11 * 
ADJ 36.1 1.00 .91 ** 
ADJ dip in grades .80 (.10) .56 ** 
ADJ level of stress .47 (.07) .43 ** 
Covariance IWF, EF .37 (.06) .60 ** 
Covariance IWF, LSS .33 (.06) .60 ** 
Covariance IWF, MENT .38 (.06) .65 ** 
Covariance IWF, CL .19 (.05) .41 ** 
Covariance IWF, FV .24 (.04) .48 ** 
Covariance IWF, EGC .13 (.05) .25 * 
Covariance EF, LSS .24 (.04) .52 ** 
Covariance EF, MENT .28 (.05) .56 ** 
Covariance EF, CL .29 (.03) .69 ** 
Covariance EF, FV .20 (.03) .50 ** 
Covariance EF, EGC .14 (.03) .31 ** 
Covariance LSS, MENT .34 (.05) .78 ** 
Covariance LSS, CL .21 (.03) .58 ** 
Covariance LSS, FV .19 (.03) .51 ** 
Note: CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04; **p<.001, *p<.01 
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Table 4.16 (Continued) 
Parameter Estimate B β p 
Covariance EGC, LSS .28 (.04) .70 ** 
Covariance MENT, CL .11 (.04) .28 * 
Covariance MENT, FV .22 (.04) .55 ** 
Covariance MENT, EGC .13 (.04) .30 ** 
Covariance CL, FV .18 (.03) .55 ** 
 Covariance CL, EGC .14 (.03) .40 ** 
Covariance EGC, FV .17 (.03) .47 ** 
Covariance e23, e24 .12 (.01) .64 ** 
 Covariance e28, e29 .17 (.05) .22 ** 
Structural Model Estimates 
IWF SE .15 (.18) 1.73 .41 
EF SE -.53 (.16) -5.25 * 
LSS SE -1.58 (.45) -13.69 ** 
MENT SE 1.16 (.30) 10.87 ** 
FV SE -.62 (.21) -4.87 * 
EGC SE .85 (.29) 7.25 * 
CL SE 1.00 7.91  
SE ADJUST 11.85 (6.5) 1.04 .07 
Note: CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04; **p<.001, *p<.01 
 After removing self-efficacy/intent to persist, estimates were calculated for the 
modified structural equation model.  This produced an acceptable fit of χ2 (181)=332.18, 
p<.001; CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04.  The resulting model diagram with path outputs is presented 
in Figure 4.2.  Parameter estimates, standardized, unstandardized, and significance levels for 
this final, second-order structural model are detailed in Table 14.17. Statistically significant 
predictive relationships were identified on all paths from observed factors into latent 
variables in the measurement model, and on the paths between interactions with faculty and 
academic adjustment (β=1.25, p<.05), learning and study skills and academic adjustment 
(β=-1.95, p<.05), faculty validation and academic adjustment (β=-.54, p<.05), and 
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experiences with general courses and academic adjustment (β=1.83, p<.01). 
   
Figure 4.2. Academic Transfer Student Capital Final Structural Model 
Table 4.17 
Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Model in Figure 4.2 (Standard 
errors in parentheses; N=434) 
Parameter Estimate B β p 
Measurement Model Estimates 
IWF 14.1   .88 (.08) .82 *** 
IWF 14.2   .89 (.08)   .80   *** 
IWF 14.3   1.00   .85   *** 
EF 19.1   1.00   .78   *** 
EF 19.3 .97 (.06) .80 *** 
Note: χ2(181)=332.18, p<.001; CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04; ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 4.17 (Continued) 
Parameter Estimate B β p 
EF 19.4 1.05 (.07) .77 *** 
LSS 20.1 1.00 .55 *** 
LSS 20.6 1.33 (.15) .64 *** 
MENT 13.1 .84 (.10) .78 *** 
MENT 13.3 1.00 .90 *** 
CL 18.2 1.05 (.09) .73 *** 
CL 18.4 .96 (.08) .72 *** 
CL 18.6 1.00 .70 *** 
FV 15.3 .80 (.05) .77 *** 
FV 15.4 .91 (.06) .88 *** 
FV 15.5 1.00 .75 *** 
EGC 10.4 1.33 (.09) .87 *** 
EGC 10.5 1.12 (.08) .71 *** 
EGC 10.6 1.00 .72 *** 
ADJ 36.1 1.00 .90 *** 
ADJ dip in grades .82 (.10) .57 *** 
ADJ level of stress .48 (.07) .44 *** 
Covariance IWF, EF .36 (.06) .59 *** 
Covariance IWF, LSS .36 (.06) .73 *** 
Covariance IWF, MENT .38 (.06) .61 *** 
Covariance IWF, CL .19 (.04) .38 *** 
Covariance IWF, FV .23 (.04) .47 *** 
Covariance IWF, EGC .12 (.04) .23 ** 
Covariance EF, LSS .23 (.04) .56 *** 
Covariance EF, MENT .26 (.05) .49 *** 
Covariance EF, CL .28 (.03) .68 *** 
Covariance EF, FV .21 (.03) .50 *** 
Covariance EF, EGC .14 (.03) .31 *** 
Covariance LSS, MENT .25 (.05) .58 *** 
Covariance LSS, CL .20 (.03) .60 *** 
Covariance LSS, FV .18 (.03) .54 *** 
Covariance EGC, LSS .28 (.04) .76 *** 
Covariance MENT, CL .17 (.04) .40 *** 
Covariance MENT, FV .23 (.04) .54 *** 
Covariance MENT, EGC .14 (.04) .30 *** 
Covariance CL, FV .18 (.03) .54 *** 
Covariance CL, EGC .14 (.03) .38 *** 
Covariance EGC, FV .17 (.03) .47 *** 
Covariance e28, e29 .16 (.05) .21 *** 
Structural Model Estimates 
IWF ADJ 1.21 (.53) 1.25 * 
Note: χ2(181)=332.18, p<.001; CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04; ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 4.17 (Continued) 
Parameter Estimate B β p 
LSS ADJ -2.75 (1.22) -1.95 * 
MENT ADJ .09 (.34) .08 .79 
FV ADJ -.77 (.32) -.54 * 
EGC ADJ 2.42 (.76) 1.83 ** 
CL ADJ 1.00 
Note: χ2(181)=332.18, p<.001; CFI=.95, RMSEA=.04; ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
Direct effects 
Direct effects measure the influence of an independent variable directly on a 
dependent variable (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007), and in this case the effects of various 
forms of academic transfer student capital on academic adjustment. Standardized and 
unstandardized direct effects of the exogenous variables on academic adjustment, the 
endogenous variable, in the final structural model are detailed in Table 4.18.  
Interactions with faculty (IWF) was positively related to and significantly predictive 
of academic adjustment (ADJ), β=1.25, as was experiences with general courses (EGC), 
β=1.83.  Mentoring (MENT) had a positive effect on academic adjustment but was not 
predictive, β=.08. Learning and study skills (LSS) was negatively related to and significantly 
predictive of academic adjustment, β=-1.95, as was faculty validation (FV) β=-.54.  The 
experiences with faculty (EWF) factor had a negative direct effect on academic adjustment, 
but was not predictive, β=-.38.    
Jöreskog (1999) noted that standardized coefficients can be larger than 1.0 in non-
orthogonal structural equation models because factor loadings are regression coefficients 
(which can be greater than 1.0), as opposed to correlations as typically seen in exploratory 
factor analysis.  When correlations are standardized in orthogonal models, the coefficients 
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must be 1.0 or less.  In this model there are covariances among the exogenous variables, and 
therefore it is classified as non-orthogonal.  Following Jöreskog’s (1999) logic, the 
standardized coefficients in this model are regression coefficients rather than correlations and 
“as such can be larger than one in magnitude” (p. 1).   
This study hypothesized that the relationship between various forms of academic 
transfer student capital had an indirect effect on academic adjustment, mediated by their 
effect on self-efficacy/intent to persist.  This hypothesis was not supported, as modifications 
led to a final structural model that demonstrated direct effects from forms of academic 
transfer student capital to academic adjustment.   
Table 4.18 
Unstandardized and Standardized Direct Effects in Final Structural Model 
 Academic Adjustment 
 B β 
Interactions with Faculty 1.21 1.25 
Experiences with Faculty -.44 -.38 
Learning and Study Skills -2.75 -1.95 
Mentoring .09 .08 
Course Learning 1.00 .70 
Experiences with General Courses 2.42 1.83 
Faculty Validation -.77 -.54 
Variance explained 
 Because of the covariance among the constructs in this study (accounting for the error 
terms), this model is classified as non-orthogonal.  In non-orthogonal structural equation 
models, squared multiple correlation output from AMOS 21 is used to determine the total 
variance explained by the final model, and in this case that is 61.4%.  Squared multiple 
correlation is also known as r squared, the squared correlation coefficient and the ratio of 
variance explained to total variance.  Table 4.19 presents the proportion of variance in 
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academic adjustment explained by each of the exogenous variables representing different 
forms of academic transfer student capital.   
Table 4.19 
Variance Explained by Final Model 
Exogenous Variables Variance Estimate SE 
Interactions with Faculty .72 .11 
Experiences with Faculty .52 .06 
Learning and Study Skills .34 .06 
Mentoring .53 .09 
Course Learning .34 .05 
Experiences with General Courses .39 .05 
Faculty Validation .33 .04 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS, IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH, POLICY, 
AND PRACTICE, AND CONCLUSION 
This chapter presents a discussion of the purpose and significance of this study, 
followed by a discussion of the results that addressed each of the research questions.  Next, 
this section includes a summary of the overall results of the study, and finally the 
implications for practice, policy, and research in higher education. 
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
This study sought to investigate the impact of community college academic 
experiences on the academic adjustment of students who transfer to four-year universities.  
An extensive review of literature provided rich backdrop and direction for this study, 
including a theoretical framework that guided the research design.  The proposed structural 
model hypothesized that various types of classroom skills, experiences, and interactions with 
faculty would positively influence academic adjustment to four year universities through 
their impact on student self-efficacy/intent to persist.  These classroom skills and experiences 
were presented as academic transfer student capital, building on the broader transfer student 
capital concept coined by Frankie Santos Laanan to describe the knowledge and experiences 
students develop in educational environments prior to university transfer (Laanan, Starobin, 
& Eggleston, 2011).   
 This focus on academic forms of transfer student capital, and their impact on 
educational outcomes, was important because of the unique experiences of community 
college students as distinct from many of the students who begin at a four-year university.  
Community college transfer students are more likely to have lived off-campus, worked more 
hours in an off-campus job, stopped out temporarily during the course of their education, and 
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attended college part-time (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  As such, they are also less likely to 
have engaged in structured and intentionally designed out-of-classroom learning 
environments such as residence halls and student organizations.  Instead, the college 
classroom is the most likely place for students to develop the transfer capital that promotes 
successful transition to the university.  As Tinto (2000) explained, involvement in an 
engaging classroom community can be a gateway experience that leads to other forms of 
campus engagement, especially for non-traditional students who often begin at community 
colleges. 
 Investigating the role of academic experiences on transfer adjustment is especially 
important given the call from national government officials to increase community college 
completion rates (Moltz, 2010).  By better understanding the academic experiences that 
promote successful adjustment to four-year universities, educators and policy makers will be 
able to focus in on the most impactful pedagogies and practices and positively influence 
completion.  This study also answers the call to conduct more research on the impact of 
student-faculty interaction and classroom engagement on the educational outcomes of 
transfer students (Barnett, 2010; Moser, 2012).  
Discussion of Results 
Descriptive analysis of sample  
The demographic composition of survey respondents was slightly different than the 
university communities from which they were drawn. The gender breakdown on the two 
campuses represented in this study included 51% and 59% women; however, descriptive 
analyses revealed that 61.1% of survey respondents were women. This is consistent with 
research that has found consistently higher rates of survey response among women compared 
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to men (Sax, Gilmartin, Lee, & Hagedorn, 2008). This study is consistent with the reality that 
while transfer students from Iowa community colleges are more likely to be male (Fields, 
2001), respondents in this survey were disproportionately female. 
Most students in this study were between the ages of 21 and 24, which is consistent 
with the average age of 23 for community college transfer students in (Iowa Department of 
Education, 2010). However, the average age of respondents was slightly higher than the 
average student age at the two universities in this study, as would be expected given 
community college student demographics and progression toward degree when compared 
with entering freshmen. Overall, the vast majority of students in this study (80.9%) were 
traditionally aged compared with the overall community college population, indicating that 
traditionally aged and continuously enrolled students are more likely to persist through 
transfer (Horn, 2009). 
The ethnic and racial composition of this sample was largely reflective of the student 
population on the two Midwest university campuses in this study. Minority students 
comprise 7% and 12% of students on the two campuses, and 8.3% of the students who 
responded to the L-TSQ. Since the community college population in Iowa is more ethnically 
and racially diverse than the university student population (Iowa Department of Education, 
2010), the number of minority students in this study was slightly lower than expected. 
Different factors could be at play here, including lower transfer rates among minority 
students or lower rates of survey response among underrepresented students (Sax, Gilmartin, 
Lee, & Hagedorn, 2008). 
While this study did not combine educational data from mothers and fathers to 
determine first generation status, respondents did indicate separately the education level of 
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each parent. Overall, more than half of students indicated that their father did not have a 
college degree, and nearly half indicated that their mother did not have a college degree. In 
addition, over one third of respondents reported that their fathers completed high school or 
less and nearly one third reported the same for their mothers. This indicates a high proportion 
of first-generation students among the community college transfer students in this study. This 
contrasts with the university campuses they entered as transfer students, where less than one 
fifth of students are classified as first generation. This change in demographic composition 
related to first-generation status is in step with national data indicating that students with 
parents who do not have post-secondary experience are much more likely to begin in 
community colleges and also more likely to finish college at or before receiving an 
Associate’s degree (Nomi, 2005). 
On average, students in this study reported a parental income range of $40,000 to 
$59,999.  This is a much lower level of parental income than the average reported by 
financial aid offices on the university campuses in this study, and is in line with the reality 
that students from low-income families are more likely to enroll in community colleges than 
universities (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Handel, 2011).  Much like students in community 
colleges nationally, students from low-income families in Iowa aspiring to a Bachelor’s 
degree or higher may begin in the community college to live at home, pay lower tuition, and 
continue working while attending classes (Nora & Rendón, 1990). 
Only 23% of students in this study lived in residence halls or other types of 
university-owned residences, underlining the likelihood that transfer students are less likely 
to begin their university experience in structured living and/or  learning communities (Cohen 
& Brawer, 2008). This provides support for the focus of this study, which emphasizes that 
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learning experiences and interactions that occur in the classroom are often the only setting for 
students’ structured academic and social engagement. 
Comparison of community college and university experiences 
Students in this study were less engaged in course-related learning activities and 
interactions with faculty at the community college than at the university. Differences were 
statistically significant in a number of areas, including taking detailed notes in class, working 
to see how different facts and ideas fit together, thinking about practical applications of 
course material, working on papers or projects that involve integrating ideas from various 
sources, and explaining course materials to another student or friend. In some areas, 
differences in study requirements existed between community colleges and universities and 
between community college transfer students in Iowa and community college students 
nationally.  
Nearly half of students in the present study spent only one to five hours per week 
studying at the community college, compared with 9.9% of students in the present study once 
they reached the university, and 39% in the most recent national Community College Student 
Engagement (CCSSE) findings (CCSSE, 2012). In turn, under 20% of students in this study 
reported spending eleven hours or more per week studying at the community college, 
compared with 63.3% once students in this study were enrolled in the university and 29% in 
national CCSSE (2012) findings.   
These differences are striking, and raise questions about whether expectations for the 
number of hours required to prepare for class were lower for the Iowa community college 
students in this study compared to their national counterparts. It also suggests that students 
encountered a dramatic change in academic culture and expectations related to studying 
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requirements once they reached the university, showing amplified challenges of adjustment 
and the possibility of transfer shock. Some of these differences could be due to students 
being enrolled part time at the community college and full time at the university, which 
would create a baseline difference in the required amount of studying. This is unlikely to 
have been a major factor, given that the average age of transfer students in this study 
indicates that the majority of respondents engaged in full-time, continuous enrollment from 
high school to community college to university. 
On most measures of community college classroom experiences, students in this 
study reported low frequencies as compared to their experiences at the university.  However, 
their engagement in classroom activities—such as integrating facts and ideas into papers, 
contributing to classroom discussions, and considering how different information fits 
together—was slightly higher than the frequency reported in the most recent national report 
of the CCSSE (2012). For example, 77.2% of students in the present study reported that they 
had worked on a paper or project at the community college where they integrated ideas from 
various sources, compared with 63% of students in the national survey (CCSSE, 2012).  The 
level of engagement on this question increases significantly once students reach the 
university, where 90.6% of students in the present study reported integrating ideas from 
various sources on a paper or a project.  
To better prepare community college students for classroom expectations after 
transfer, community college educators should consider assigning projects that require greater 
levels of analysis, synthesis, and application. This requires more time on task and support for 
students and faculty. As such, administrators should consider Schuetz’s (2005) 
recommendations to design campus environments that promote classroom engagement for 
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often non-traditional community college students, including hybrid learning communities, 
supplemental instruction, and different modes of delivery for tutoring and other forms of 
academic support.   
Increased academic engagement in community college classrooms requires that 
faculty members are accessible to students for questions and assistance. This may be difficult 
given that community colleges deliver nearly half of their instruction through part-time 
faculty (Jacoby, 2006), who often have less time to provide feedback on time-intensive 
projects such as papers and essay exams (Benjamin, 2002), which are the very types of 
assignments that promote academic engagement that is important in preparing community 
college students for university expectations. Given this reality, community college 
administrators should evaluate their practices related to hiring part-time faculty, and 
whenever possible, use full-time faculty in courses on transfer tracks.  
While not a statistically significant difference, 78.1% of students in the present study 
reported participating in class discussions often or very often at the community college, while 
only 76.3% reported participating in class discussions at the university. This may be due to a 
number of factors, including increased class sizes or more formal classroom environments at 
the university (Townsend, 2008). Regardless of the reasons, efforts should be made to 
promote higher levels of student engagement in the classroom for transfer students once they 
reach the university.   
Overall, there was less of a disparity between community college and university 
experiences related to student-faculty interactions. While students reported significantly less 
engagement with faculty related to advice on class projects and research papers at the 
community college than at the university, there were not significant differences on most other 
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faculty-related measures. In fact, students felt significantly more comfortable approaching 
faculty outside of class at the community college than at the university. This is an important 
indicator that faculty accessibility may be an issue at public universities, preventing students 
from increasing their connections with faculty levels that match the significant changes 
students experience in classroom expectations and complexity of coursework.   
Overall, while student-faculty interactions were relatively infrequent as found in 
similar studies (Chang, 2005), most students reported at least occasional connections with 
instructors. For example, only 16.8% of students in the present study reported that they had 
never asked a community college instructor for comments or criticisms about their work, 
while the remaining 83.2% reported asking for this type of instructor feedback at least 
occasionally. National data from the CCSSE (2012) are consistent with this pattern, 
indicating that most students received feedback on academic performance, but few engaged 
in out-of-classroom interactions with faculty members. 
In summary, student-faculty interactions for community college transfer students are 
primarily related to course assignments, and generally take place in close geographic and 
time proximity to the class (Chang, 2005; CCSSE, 2012). Interactions outside of the 
classroom are less frequent, which is consistent with previous findings (Hagedorn, Maxwell, 
& Rodriquez, 2000). For example, nearly one third of students in the present study reported 
not consulting with academic advisors/counselors regarding transfer (scheduled separate 
from classroom time), but 87.3% of respondents reported speaking with instructors 
informally and briefly before or after class either occasionally, often, or very often. This 
pattern points to opportunities for building advising and mentoring relationships around class 
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time, situating one-on-one appointments immediately before, after, or even during 
community college classroom experiences.   
Interactions with faculty are especially important to female community college 
student persistence (Nora, Cabrera, Hagedorn, & Pascarella, 1996). Over half of community 
college students are women (Iowa Department of Education, 2010), and women are more 
likely than men to begin at a two-year institution and never transfer to a four-year institution 
(Carbonaro, Ellison, & Coval, 2011). This low frequency of student-faculty  interaction at the 
community colleges and the universities in the present study, whose dataset is characterized 
by disproportionally high numbers of female respondents, is a cause for concern. Creating a 
culture of strong and encouraging student-faculty relationships will benefit students through 
increased persistence in higher education (Starobin & Laanan, 2008). 
Comparison of academic experiences and outcomes by background characteristics 
Gender 
 Women in this study were significantly different from men in the components of 
academic transfer student capital, experiences with general courses, and learning and study 
skills. Women were significantly more likely to report that their community college courses 
were rigorous and prepared them for the challenges of their university academic programs. In 
addition, women were significantly more likely to have developed reading, writing, 
computer, and related skills during their community college experience. This makes sense 
given that female students demonstrate higher levels of high school academic performance 
than men (Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006), possibly indicating more readiness for engaging in 
the community college classroom.  
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However, these higher levels of perceived learning and study skills and rigorous 
classroom experiences did not translate to significant gender differences on measures of self-
efficacy and academic adjustment once students reached the university. This raises questions 
about whether female students are incorrectly assessing the skills and experiences they 
gained from the community college, or if institutional factors after transfer negate the 
advantage that female students develop at the community college prior to transfer. As 
Carbonaro, Ellison, and Covay (2001) discovered, the early advantages for female students 
related to academic preparation were not retained throughout the educational process, with 
disproportionate numbers of women starting at a two-year colleges and not transferring to a 
four-year university, and with lower rates of Bachelor’s degree completion for women who 
stopped out between community colleges and universities. Colleges and universities should 
work to identify the barriers women face that prevent high levels of academic preparation 
and classroom engagement from moving logically to higher rates of transfer, self-efficacy, 
adjustment, and graduation. 
There were no significant differences between gender groups on measures of student-
faculty interactions. Given that women reported significantly higher levels of course-related 
academic transfer student capital (experiences in general courses and learning and study 
skills), it follows that they should be significantly more connected with the faculty members 
in those courses. However, these gender differences did not carry over into student-faculty 
interactions. While it is clear that meaningful connections with faculty members are 
important for all students, they may be even more important for women in underrepresented 
fields, such as STEM (Starobin & Laanan, 2008). As such, special efforts should be made to 
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ensure that rigorous academic experiences are characterized by validating connections 
between the students and faculty members engaged in the teaching and learning processes. 
Parental income 
Students in the mid-level parental income group of $40,000 to $59,999 reported 
significantly lower levels of self-efficacy/intent to persist than students in both the lower 
income range of $20,000 to $39,999, and the higher income range of $60,000 to $79,999. 
The finding that students in a lower income range—in this case $40,000 to $59,000, as 
compared to $60,000 to $79,999—were less likely to persist is consistent with previous 
research (Jackson, 2010; Porchea, Allen, Robbins, & Phelps, 2010). On the surface, the 
finding that students in the lower income range of $20,000 to $39,999 reported significantly 
higher levels of self-efficacy/intent to persist than students in a higher income level ($40,000 
to $59,999), was surprising.   
Financial aid policies may be influencing the challenges to educational attainment 
faced by students in middle income families. Tim Bakula, Associate Director of Financial 
Aid at the University of Northern Iowa, offered the following interpretation of these results: 
[S]tudents in the lower incomes (20,000 – 39,999) generally receive more need based 
financial aid (Pell Grant, institutional grants, etc.) than those in the 40,000 – 59,999 
range. While those students may still qualify for some grant assistance, it is much less 
than the lower income group. Often times this middle class is only offered federal 
student loans and Parent PLUS loans. . . . [S]tudents in the mid-range income may 
also feel the need to work more and focus less on academics. Just speaking from 
experience, the middle income students (with average academic profiles) generally 
qualify for the least amount of grants or scholarships. Their parents make just enough 
120 
 
money not to qualify for a grant, and their academics don’t intersect with scholarship 
opportunities. In theory, the higher income group would have more financial 
assistance from parents that would allow them to perhaps become more involved on 
campus and allow more time for academics and extra-curriculars. (T. Bakula, 
personal communication, February 11, 2013) 
If fewer financial aid options are available to middle income students, they may find 
it necessary to work more hours and contribute fewer hours to educationally purposeful 
activities. In addition, middle income families who need to take out more loans due to less 
access to grants may face greater stress during the transition to a higher priced (university) 
environment, and may therefore have more reasons to consider not persisting. This is 
consistent with research that has found that financial influences significantly impact transfer 
student success (Moser, 2012). While students from lower income families face challenges to 
educational attainment (Jackson, 2010; Porchea, Allen, Robbins, & Phelps, 2010), these may 
be offset after transfer because of greater access to need-based financial aid at the federal, 
state, and institutional levels. Policy makers and financial aid administrators should examine 
this issue, and consider ways to provide more support to middle income students.  
There was also a significant and negative relationship between parental income and 
course learning experiences for community college transfer students in this study. Course 
learning is a measure of classroom engagement that includes interaction with peers related to 
course material and participation in classroom discussion.  So while community college 
students with more parental resources have greater likelihood of success (Jackson, 2010), 
they aren’t necessarily engaged in the classroom on the path to success.  This raises questions 
about whether increased socioeconomic status overcomes low levels of engagement as a 
121 
 
factor promoting bachelor’s degree attainment.  In addition, because higher income students 
are less likely to begin at a community college, this finding may suggest that the subset of 
students who choose to begin at a community college despite their ability to access a more 
expensive institution are less likely to be engaged in the classroom. 
Parental education 
There were no significant differences between groups of students in this study based 
on parental education levels, and no significant relationships between parental education and 
measures of transfer student capital. On the surface, this is surprising given that first 
generation students tend to have higher attrition rates early in their academic career (Inman & 
Mayes, 1999) and lower levels of engagement in educationally purposeful activities (Hu & 
Ku, 2002). However, it is also true that these differences are more likely to emerge when 
comparing students in families where neither parent has attended college with students in 
families where both parents have attained Bachelor’s degrees. These differences fade when 
definitions of first-generation students allow parent(s) to have some level of college 
attendance, or when continuing-generation students under comparison have one Bachelor’s 
degree holding parent instead of two (Pascarella, Wolniak, Peirson, & Terenzini, 2003).   
In this study, the measure of parental education only took into account the college 
experience (or lack thereof) of one parent. Combined information about the educational 
levels of both parents could have affected the analysis of the role parental education played 
in academic experiences and student outcomes.  
Transfer hours 
Significant relationships existed between number of hours transferred to the 
university and engagement in several measures of academic transfer student capital, 
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especially those related to student-faculty interactions. Students who entered the university 
with more earned credit hours from the community college were more likely to have had a 
mentor at the community college, to have experienced validation from faculty, to have 
collaborated with faculty on classroom and out-of-classroom projects, and to have attained 
higher levels of learning and study skills. This is logical given that students who took more 
classes at the community college would have had more time to develop relationships with 
faculty members.   
Since these types of relationships produce significant learning, development, and 
persistence gains (Cole & Espinoza, 2008; Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & Kuh, 2008; Kim & 
Sax, 2009; Moser, 2012), increased time at the community college should be encouraged. It 
is also possible that the connections students make with faculty early on in their time at the 
community college lead to students to decide to remain at the two-year institution, rather than 
increased time leading to student-faculty connections. Whichever direction the causation 
might point, it is clear from the results of the present study and others that both increased 
hours at the community college (Ishitani, 2006; Jackson, 2010) and student-faculty 
interactions positively influence educational outcomes for transfer students.  This is 
consistent with research that has that indicated Associate of Arts degree completion predicts 
retention and degree completion at Iowa universities (Board of Regents State of Iowa, 2010) 
and nationally (McClintock & Carroll, 1997). While this study did not examine Associate of 
Art degree completion, students must achieve junior standing to receive that credential, and 
therefore enter the university with higher numbers of earned credit hours.  
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Academic transfer student capital model fit 
 The strong fit of the final model of academic transfer student capital in this study 
supports the idea that educationally purposeful academic experiences at the community 
college positively impact transfer student success at the university.  This builds on previous 
work related to transfer student capital (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2011; Moser, 2012) 
by further exploring the unique role of academic experiences for community college students 
during the transition to university, and the structure of those relationships.  The fit of this 
model is consistent with the theoretical framework for this study, which highlights the 
important role of classroom interactions for community college transfer students who are 
more likely to begin their postsecondary journey outside the boundaries of structured co-
curricular experiences such as living-learning communities (Tinto, 2000).   
 Of particular importance are four of the paths within the structural equation model 
that produced statistically significant predictive relationships with outcome variables.  These 
include the direct and positive impact of experiences with general courses and interactions 
with faculty on academic adjustment at the university, and the direct and negative influence 
of learning and student skills and faculty validation on academic adjustment.  Also notable is 
the determination that self-efficacy/intent to persist was not a mediating variable between 
academic forms of transfer student capital and academic adjustment, an issue that will be 
discussed in more detail in the next section. 
Experiences with general courses 
 The experiences with faculty construct in this study referred specifically to the rigor 
of courses at the community college, the extent to which they prepared students for academic 
standards at the university and required extensive reading and writing.  This measure of 
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classroom experiences rose above measures of learning and study skills and course learning, 
including participation in classroom discussion and thinking about practical applications of 
material in contributing to university academic adjustment.  This highlights the importance of 
rigorous classroom environments with challenging levels of reading and writing on student 
success after transfer.  These results are consistent with Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston’s 
(2011) study which found a significant predictive relationship between experiences with 
general courses at the community college and academic transfer adjustment.  
 Given the importance of rigorous academic experiences in community college 
classrooms, it is important to revisit studies that have found evidence of lower academic 
standards in community college classrooms as compared to equivalent courses at four-year 
universities (Friedl, Pittenger, & Sherman, 2012).  As noted in chapter four, students in this 
study spent significantly less time studying and engaging in activities such as working on 
complex written assignments at the community college than at the university.  This 
divergence between the clear importance of extensive reading and writing within community 
college courses in students’ successful academic university adjustment and the reality of 
infrequent engagement in those activities at the community college signals an area in need of 
improvement.   
 Some evidence suggests that many transfer students (nearly one-third) proceed 
through the community college in technical programs that may not align with the types of 
transfer-preparatory liberal arts tracks that may be more likely to emphasize extensive 
reading, writing, and research (Fredrickson, 1998).  Hagedorn et al. (2006) highlighted the 
importance of student progression through transfer-preparatory course sequences for 
successful transfer to universities.  Once students reach the university, successful completion 
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of these types of foundational courses may continue to have a positive influence on 
successful adjustment and persistence. 
 Finally, rigorous coursework and extensive reading and writing appear to be an 
important element of academic culture at four-year public universities, as evidenced by the 
university experiences data presented in chapter four.  This suggests that students who have 
encountered this type of academic culture in community college classrooms more easily 
adjust to the campus culture they encounter at the university. 
Interactions with faculty 
 The statistically significant regression path from interactions with faculty to academic 
adjustment indicates the unique contribution of a specific form of student-faculty connection 
to student success.  The interaction with faculty construct includes collaborations between 
students and faculty members on coursework and out-of-classroom activities, and the 
encouragement to participate in institutionally sponsored activities.  Tinto (2000) theorized 
that for community college transfer students, connections beyond the classroom often must 
begin within the classroom.  As noted earlier, he suggested that “involving classrooms” 
which foster academic engagement can operate as small communities within the larger 
campus, creating conditions that have the potential to encourage other types of involvement, 
social connections, quality of effort, and integration (Tinto, 2000, p. 82).  It may be that 
interactions with faculty that revolve around course topics, such as undergraduate research 
projects and service learning, translate seamlessly into out-of-classroom collaborations as 
well.   
 These academically focused interactions with faculty have an established history of 
impacting measures of student learning, including grade point average (Moser, 2012), 
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persistence (Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, and Kuh, 2008), and other cognitive and affective forms 
of development (Cole and Espinoza, 2008; Kim and Sax, 2009).  As such, this study provides 
even more support for implementing classroom learning opportunities such as high quality 
feedback and discussions with faculty related to course work in community colleges (Kinzie, 
Gonyea, Shoup, and Kuh, 2008). 
Learning and study skills 
 An unexpected finding in this study was the significant and negative effect of 
learning and study skills developed at the community college on academic adjustment at the 
university.  This is inconsistent with Laanan, Starobin, and Eggleston’s (2011) previous work 
which found that these types of skills exerted a positive influence on academic adjustment.  
However, in a similar study (Moser, 2012) did not find any statistically significant effects of 
learning and study skills on grade point average, satisfaction, or coping outcomes.   
 While results are mixed across studies, the findings in the current study may suggest 
that emphasis should be placed more on educationally purposeful and rigorous classroom 
assignments, rather than on specific skill sets such as computer skills and research skills.  
Students who completed the L-TSQ who entered the community college already possessing 
some of these skills were unlikely to have attributed their attainment of them to the 
community college environment.  In fact, students who needed to seek out skill development 
at the community college– possibility through remedial courses or other types of workshops 
– may have entered the college with less academic preparation, which has a strong influence 
on postsecondary outcomes (Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & Kuh, 2008; Kuh et al, 2008; Porchea, 
Allen, Robbins, and Phelps, 2010).   Given that approximately 20% of students in this study 
were age 25 or older, it is also possible that time away from higher education between high 
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school and college required additional time and focus be placed on re-learning study skills in 
the community college rather than moving forward into other types of academic experiences 
with those skills already in place. 
Faculty validation 
 There are several possibilities that may account for the negative effect of faculty 
validation on student academic adjustment at the university.  Validation, which includes the 
idea that students feel valued and cared for by their instructors, is a characteristic that fits 
well with the smaller and more personal culture of community colleges in Iowa.  This may be 
in stark contrast to the types of classroom experiences and faculty interactions that students 
encounter at public universities, which typically include larger classroom settings that may 
feel more formal.  In this case, students who experienced a personalized and caring 
environment at the community college may be especially discouraged by a very different 
type of culture in which it feels as though professors are not as personally interested in their 
success.   
 Rendón (1993) pioneered this concept and found that faculty validation was a 
transformative experience specifically for non-traditional and minority learners, leading to a 
belief that they could be successful in higher education.  Because students in this study were 
mostly white (91.7%) and traditional age (80.9% age 24 or below), faculty validation may 
not have the same kind of benefit on efficacy and persistence.  This is consistent with the fact 
that in a study with similar demographic and geographical composition, Moser (2012) did not 
find the faculty validation construct to be a significant predictor of educational outcomes for 
transfer students. 
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 For students in this study, and potentially for students of similar backgrounds, other 
types of student-faculty interaction are more important to successful transfer adjustment.  In 
particular, students benefitted from experiences such as collaboration on course work and 
institutionally sponsored out-of-classroom activities, those more likely consistent with 
university culture and expectations.   
Experiences with faculty, mentoring, and course learning 
 These final three forms of academic transfer student capital did not exert statistically 
significant predictive influences on academic adjustment, but contributed to the fit of the 
final structural model.  Experiences with faculty included visiting informally with professors 
before or after class, asking professors for information related to a course (such as grades, 
make-up work, etc.), and visiting faculty for advice on class projects.  These assignment-
based interactions are potentially an indicator of engagement in course work, but do not 
include the depth of collaboration present in the interactions with faculty construct.  This 
may suggest that while assignment-based conversations with faculty are sometimes 
necessary, the significant and positive influence emerges when those interactions deepen to 
collaborative work focused on a project or institutionally sponsored activity.   
 In addition, the types of interactions classified within the experiences with faculty 
construct could very easily relate to negative interactions.  For example, asking professors for 
information related to a course could include conversations about making up missed 
tests/assignments or disputing a poor grade.  In these cases, experience with faculty could 
lead to negative impacts on adjustment.  Future research could examine associations between 
experiences with faculty and grades at the community college, an indicator that interactions 
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were not necessarily those between a high-performing student and a faculty member 
interested in connecting with them about quality class projects.   
 The mentoring construct indicated that students had a faculty mentor at the 
community college with whom there was regular contact and the exchange of valuable 
information related to how to succeed academically.  While the effect of mentoring on 
adjustment was positive, it was not significant.  Institutional differences may come back into 
play here, in that mentoring is a meaningful activity within the culture of the community 
college, but may not be directly applicable within the context of large public universities.  
While other types of interactions and collaborations with faculty teach students the types of 
skills that will be re-visited in the university environment, this type of regular and personal 
mentoring may not be the type of relationship students are likely to recreate after transfer. 
 Course learning includes thinking about practical applications of material, 
participating in class discussions, and explaining materials to another student or friend.  
Because this regression path was fixed in the structural model, regression weights and their 
associated statistical significance were not generated.  However, the impact of other 
academic factors within this study suggests that this type of engagement is likely positive but 
may not translate directly to the academic culture of public universities.  For example, 
classroom discussion is more possible within the smaller classrooms of community colleges, 
and the more personalized environment makes discussing materials with a friend an easier 
endeavor.   
Self-efficacy/intent to persist 
 The self-efficacy/intent to persist construct was refined during the course of structural 
equation modeling modifications to include a smaller number of loading items, specifically 
130 
 
those most related to intent to persist, and then ultimately excluded from the model.  
Revisiting Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological model of student retention, students’ 
positive academic experiences at the community college lead to increased academic 
confidence within the new university environment, which then exert a positive influence on 
educational outcomes.  This is not consistent with results from the current study, in which 
forms of academic transfer student capital connect directly to academic adjustment at the 
university rather than through self-efficacy/intent to persist.  Two possible reasons for this 
result are explored next. 
 First, the demographic make-up of student respondents to the L-TSQ influences the 
role of particular factors on academic adjustment.  This study has highlighted that for the 
sample of mostly traditional-aged, white community college transfer students in Iowa, it is 
more important to engage students in community college activities that reflect the university 
culture they will soon experience rather than focusing on interactions that build efficacy on 
the way to adjustment.  For non-traditional and minority students who have traditionally 
faced lack of access and other types of barriers to higher education, validation and the 
building of efficacy are important to persistence (Rendón, 1993).  For students outside of 
these experiences, the path through efficacy does not appear to be important. 
 Second, the initially hypothesized model included competencies, skills, and 
behavioral pieces, in addition to self-efficacy/intent to persist as more of a motivational 
construct.  It may be that this type of factor did not fit well with the others, and that a direct 
connection from experiences and familiarity with particular types of academic preparation 
that are consistent with university academic culture feed directly into successful adjustment.  
Moser (2012) conceptualized self-efficacy as a form of academic transfer student capital 
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directly influencing adjustment, and the results of this study support that structure rather than 
its role as a mediator for other forms of capital.  
Implications 
Practice 
The results of this study have several implications for educational practice in 
community colleges and four-year universities.  The academic transfer student capital 
structure highlighted the important role of rigorous community college classroom 
experiences for transfer student success.  This being the case, community college educators 
should ensure that classes require extensive reading and writing, along with the necessary 
support to match that challenge.  Increased levels of writing within the classroom benefit 
students, and also require more time spent grading and providing feedback on the part of 
faculty members.   
Educational administrators should consider allocating funds to maximize the hiring of 
full-time faculty who typically have more contractual flexibility than part-time faculty for 
providing feedback on written assignments and collaborating with students.  Whenever 
possible, administrators should also ensure that part-time faculty members are given the time 
and compensation to allow for these time-intensive assignments and collaborations with 
students.  This will build academic capital for transfer students as they prepare for the 
university environment where, as evidenced in the descriptive data earlier in this study, 
students are likely to encounter a notable difference in classroom requirements such as 
writing papers that require the integration of various sources.   
In turn, university educators need to be mindful that transfer students report being 
significantly more comfortable approaching their community college faculty than their 
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university professors.  Faculty members should find ways to personalize the classroom 
environment, breaking down barriers so that transfer students will approach them for 
assistance and seek out opportunities for collaboration.  As this study demonstrated, 
collaboration with faculty members on coursework and other institutionally sponsored 
activities has a powerful influence on student success.  Approachability is the first step in 
building relationships characterized by educationally purposeful collaboration. In addition, a 
more personalized classroom environment will move the university toward a culture that is 
more consistent with community college, paving the way for interactions such as mentoring 
and validation to be more directly applicable to the university experience for transfer 
students.  While this might not be possible in many large research university classrooms, it is 
certainly an attainable goal in the smaller and more teaching-focused comprehensive 
university setting. 
Given the impact of interactions with faculty on successful adjustment, educators 
should actively and directly promote outreach to new transfer students through the classroom 
setting for opportunities such as undergraduate research and service learning.  In addition, 
university orientation programs should work to familiarize community college transfer 
students with classroom norms and expectations, creating a more manageable transition from 
one academic culture to another.   
Finally, this study underlines recommendations by Schutz (2005) to intentionally 
design campus environments that promote engagement in classroom settings for community 
college students, especially those who have less access to on-campus living/learning 
communities.  Options include hybrid learning communities which connect one online class 
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to one in-person class, supplemental instruction, different modes of delivery for tutoring, and 
possibly alternative ways to engage in undergraduate research that maximize in-class time. 
Policy 
 Significant and negative differences existed in this study between students at middle 
income levels and those at both higher and lower income levels on measures of intent to 
persist at the university.  This signals a need for policies that provide financial support to 
students missed by other financial incentives.  For example, students at the lowest income 
levels receive the Pell Grant, and students at higher income levels often have more access to 
family support.  Some universities have considered small scholarships or grants to students 
just above the Pell Grant level to promote persistence, and have seen positive preliminary 
results (T. Bakula, personal communication, February 11, 2013).  These types of financial 
policies should be examined and as appropriate, implemented for community college transfer 
students. 
 Faculty members at community colleges and universities need to be informed about 
the differences in culture between institution types.  Many community college faculty 
members have few opportunities to interact with public university culture, especially if it has 
been many years since they completed their educational credentials.  Since the differences in 
academic culture seem to be significant and challenging for community college transfer 
students, greater understanding of those differences is crucial for educators who are teaching 
transfer-track courses at community colleges.  In turn, university faculty would benefit from 
learning more about the academic culture and student population at community colleges.   
Faculty members who are far removed from the most recent educational experiences of their 
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students are less able to create classroom communities that promote successful adjustment.  
Policies that promote continued engagement between institution types will help in this area. 
 Institutional policies that encourage the use of full-time faculty rather than adjunct 
and part-time faculty members should also be encouraged.  Professional development related 
to campus cultures, and the development of classroom communities characterized by 
extensive reading and writing require that professors have more time for campus visits, 
grading, and student feedback.  Part-time faculty members do not have adequate time for 
these time-intensive opportunities and approaches, and therefore are less likely to carry them 
out (Benjamin, 2002).    
Future research 
 This study responded to the call for more research on the impact of student-faculty 
interaction and classroom practices on educational outcomes for community college transfer 
students.  While academic forms of transfer student capital have been examined for their 
structural relationship with academic adjustment at the university, future research should 
examine the relationship of these academic experiences with the social adjustment of transfer 
students.  Tinto (2000) suggested that quality classroom experiences begin by promoting 
academic involvement, and ultimately move students to involvement outside of the 
classroom sphere.  Dependent variables in future studies involving the structure of academic 
transfer student capital, then, could include social integration, social adjustment, and other 
non-academic measures of success.  Moving further, more complex structures utilizing 
longitudinal data could move beyond academic adjustment to examine the relationship of 
transfer student capital with persistence and graduation. 
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 Future studies should also examine the role of institutional differences on the 
relationship between academic transfer student capital and adjustment.  This two-institution 
study included community college transfer students at a public research university and a 
comprehensive teaching-focused university.  Some community college experiences that 
differ greatly from what many students will encounter at the public research university, such 
as validation and mentoring, may be more consistent with the classroom and faculty culture 
they will encounter at a comprehensive university.  The current study did not account for 
institutional differences, and future studies that do so may produce different results.  
 Finally, researchers should look more closely at the role of family income for students 
in middle income levels relate to measures of persistence and other educational outcomes.  
Results from this study suggest that students just above Pell eligibility are discouraged from 
persisting at the university, and future research in this area could help university officials and 
policy makers determine what types of interventions could make a difference for these 
students.  
Conclusions  
 Community college students face a variety of complex challenges as they transition to 
four-year universities (Laanan, 2001; Townsend, 2008), and the accumulated knowledge and 
skills of higher education that they bring to the university create a kind of transfer student 
capital that promotes success through these barriers (Laanan, Starobin, Eggleston, 2011; 
Moser, 2012).  Because community college transfer students are less likely to be connected 
to on-campus residence halls and other structured out-of-classroom learning communities, 
classroom interactions and experiences become especially important (Tinto, 2000).  This 
study sought to examine the structure of community college academic experiences, 
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conceptualized as academic transfer student capital, and their relationship with academic 
adjustment at the four-year university.   
 This study demonstrated the direct effects of academic experiences at the community 
college on university academic adjustment, and in particular the critical role of classroom and 
faculty interactions that are consistent with the university culture students will encounter 
after transfer.  This information creates an opportunity for community college and university 
educators to craft and emphasized experiences that promote successful adjustment and 
completion.    
 
  
137 
 
APPENDIX A. LAANAN-TRANSFER STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Q1 You are invited to participate in a research project designed to gain a better understanding 
of the factors that impact transfer students at The University of Iowa. The purpose of this 
survey is to understand the various factors that have the greatest impact on transfer students 
and their success at The University of Iowa. While there are no direct benefits to taking this 
survey, your input will be used to help determine how The University of Iowa can best meet 
your needs. This minimal risk survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
Information obtained during this study which could identify you will be kept strictly 
confidential. Your participation is completely voluntary and you may stop taking the survey 
during any time with no penalty by closing your web browser. In addition, you may skip any 
question you do not feel completely comfortable answering. If you have questions about the 
study or desire information in the future regarding your participation or the study you may 
contact Kristin Woods at kristin.michael.woods@gmail.com or Soko Starobin at 
starobin@iastate.edu. If you have questions about the rights of research subjects or research-
related injury, please contact the IRB administrator at (319) 335-6564 or irb@uiowa.edu, 
Institutional Review Boards and Human Subjects Office, The University of Iowa, Iowa City, 
IA 52242-1098.I am fully aware of the nature and extent of my participation in this project as 
stated above. I hereby voluntarily agree to participate in this project. I acknowledge that I 
have read this consent statement. I am 18 years of age or older. 
 Yes, I agree (1) 
 No, I do not wish to participate. (2) 
Q2 First, complete the following background questions. Place of residence (during academic 
year). (Check only one). 
 Residence hall or other university housing (1) 
 Fraternity or sorority house (2) 
 Private apartment or room within walking distance from the university (3) 
 House, apartment, etc. (not walking distance from campus) (4) 
 With parents or relatives (5) 
Q3 What is the highest academic degree that you intend to obtain at any college? (Check 
only one.) 
 Bachelor's (B.A. or B.S.) (1) 
 Master's (M.A. or M.S.) (2) 
 Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) (3) 
 Medical (MD, DDS, DO or DVM) (4) 
 Law (JD or LLB) (5) 
 Other (6) 
Q4 What is the highest academic degree that you intend to obtain at The University of Iowa? 
 Bachelor's (B.A. or B.S.) (1) 
 Master's (M.A. or M.S.) (2) 
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 Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) (3) 
 Medical (MD, DDS) (4) 
 Law (JD or LLB) (5) 
 Other: (6) 
Q5 What is the highest level of education completed by your parents? 
 Elementa
ry school 
or less 
(1) 
Som
e 
high 
scho
ol (2) 
High 
school 
gradua
te (3) 
Some 
colle
ge (4) 
Associat
es 
degree 
from 
two-year 
college 
(5) 
Bachelo
r's 
degree 
(6) 
Some 
gradua
te 
school 
(7) 
Gradua
te 
degree 
(8) 
Don
't 
kno
w 
(9) 
Moth
er (1) 
                  
Fathe
r (2) 
                  
 
Q6 What is your best estimate of your parents' total household income last year? (Check only 
one.) 
 If you are independent check here (1) 
 Less than $20,000 (2) 
 $20,000 to $39,999 (3) 
 $40,000 to $59,999 (4) 
 $60,000 to $79,999 (5) 
 $80,000 or more (6) 
Q7 Community College Experiences. The purpose of this section is to obtain information 
about your community college experiences prior to your transfer to The University of Iowa. 
About how many hours a week did you usually spend on the community college campus, not 
counting time attending classes? (Check only one.) 
 None (1) 
 1 to 3 hours (2) 
 4 to 6 hours (3) 
 7 to 9 hours (4) 
 10 to 12 hours (5) 
 more than 12 hours (6) 
Q8 About how many hours a week did you usually spend studying or preparing for your 
classes at the community college? (Check only one.) 
 1 to 5 hours (1) 
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 6 to 10 hours (2) 
 11 to 15 hours (3) 
 16 to 20 hours (4) 
 more than 20 hours (5) 
Q9 During your time at the community college, about how many hours a week did you 
usually spend working on a job for pay? (Check only one.) 
 None, I didn't have a job (1) 
 1 to 5 hours (2) 
 6 to 10 hours (3) 
 11 to 15 hours (4) 
 16 to 20 hours (5) 
 21 to 30 hours (6) 
 more than 30 hours (7) 
Q10 General Courses (at your community college). The following questions address the 
various aspects of your community college experience. For each item below, please indicate 
the extent to which you disagree or agree with the statement. 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Agree 
somewhat (3) 
Agree strongly 
(4) 
The courses 
developed my 
critical and 
analytic 
thinking. (1) 
        
The courses 
demanded 
intensive writing 
assignments and 
projects. (2) 
        
Overall, the 
courses were 
intellectually 
challenging. (3) 
        
The courses 
prepared me for 
the academic 
standards at The 
University of 
Iowa. (4) 
        
The courses 
prepared me for 
        
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my major at The 
University of 
Iowa. (5) 
The courses 
required 
extensive 
reading and 
writing. (6) 
        
 
Q11 Academic Advising/Counseling Services (at your community college)The following 
items address your use of academic advising/counseling services at your community college. 
Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each statement. 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Agree 
somewhat (3) 
Agree strongly 
(4) 
I consulted with 
academic 
advisors/counselors 
regarding transfer. 
(1) 
        
Information 
received from 
academic 
advisors/counselors 
was helpful in the 
transfer process. 
(2) 
        
I met with 
academic 
advisors/counselors 
on a regular basis. 
(3) 
        
I talked with an 
academic 
advisor/counselor 
about courses to 
take, requirements, 
education plans. 
(4) 
        
I discussed my 
plans for 
transferring to a 
        
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four-year college 
or university with 
an academic 
advisor/counselor. 
(5) 
Academic 
advisors/counselors 
identified courses 
needed to meet the 
general 
education/major 
requirements of a 
four-year college 
or university I was 
interested in 
attending. (6) 
        
 
Q12 Mentoring at the Community CollegeThe next set of questions inquires about your 
experiences at your previous institution (community college).  Please rate how strongly you 
agree or disagree with the following statements. For your reference, faculty member refers to 
an educator working at a college or university. In this case, please think about instructional 
faculty with whom you interacted during your academic/classroom experiences at the 
community college. Mentoring is defined as a relationship between an experienced person 
and a less experienced person, in this case between a faculty member and a student. The 
mentee seeks the advice and guidance of the mentor to assist in the navigation of the 
collegiate experience.Did you have a faculty or staff member as a mentor at your community 
college? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If Yes Is Selected, Then Skip To, To what extent do you agree or disagree. If No Is Selected, 
Then Skip To Faculty Validation at your Community College. 
Q13 To what extent do you agree or disagree that your faculty/staff mentor: 
 Strongly 
disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
Had regular 
contact with 
you. (1) 
        
Cared about 
whether or not 
you succeeded at 
        
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the institution. 
(2) 
Provided you 
with valuable 
information 
related to how to 
succeed 
academically. 
(3) 
        
Helped you 
create 
connections with 
other 
faculty/staff 
members at your 
community 
college. (4) 
        
Helped you 
create 
connections with 
other 
faculty/staff 
members at The 
University of 
Iowa. (5) 
        
Helped you 
explore the 
purpose of 
obtaining a 4-
year degree. (6) 
        
Helped you 
explore your 
reasons for 
pursuing a 4-
year degree. (7) 
        
 
Q14 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
At least one 
faculty/staff 
        
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member at my 
previous 
institution 
encouraged me 
to participate in 
institutionally 
sponsored/related 
activities 
(academic and/or 
extracurricular). 
(1) 
I had the 
opportunity to 
collaborate with 
at least one 
faculty/staff 
member on 
activities related 
to my 
coursework at 
my previous 
institution. (2) 
        
I had the 
opportunity to 
collaborate with 
at least one 
faculty/staff 
member on 
activities outside 
of class at my 
previous 
institution. (3) 
        
 
Q15 Faculty Validation at your Community CollegeTo what extent do you agree or disagree 
with the following statements? 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
My course 
instructors 
genuinely cared 
about whether or 
not the students 
        
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in their classes 
succeeded at the 
institution. (1) 
My course 
instructors 
allowed the 
expression of 
differing 
viewpoints in 
their courses. (2) 
        
My course 
instructors 
respected my 
opinion even if 
it differed from 
their own. (3) 
        
My course 
instructors 
valued the 
contribution that 
I (or other 
students) made 
to their course. 
(4) 
        
My course 
instructors 
showed an 
active interest in 
my educational 
goals and 
pursuits. (5) 
        
My course 
instructors 
personally cared 
about me. (6) 
        
I had a faculty 
member that I 
could trust to 
support me 
when I needed 
help navigating 
the various 
aspects of my 
        
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transfer 
preparation. (7) 
 
Q16 Staff Validation at your Community CollegeFor your reference, a staff member refers to 
anyone who works on campus that you may have had contact with OUTSIDE of the 
classroom. This could include an academic advisor, an admissions counselor, a financial aid 
representative, etc. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
The staff 
members 
genuinely cared 
about whether or 
not the students 
they served 
succeeded at the 
institution. (1) 
        
The staff 
members 
respected my 
opinion even if 
it differed from 
their own. (2) 
        
The staff 
members valued 
the contribution 
that I (or other 
students) made 
to the institution. 
(3) 
        
The staff 
members 
showed an 
active interest in 
my educational 
goals and 
pursuits. (4) 
        
The staff 
members 
personally cared 
about me. (5) 
        
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I had a staff 
member that I 
could trust to 
support me 
when I needed 
help navigating 
the various 
aspects of my 
transfer 
preparation. (6) 
        
 
Q17 Transfer Process     These items pertain to your perceptions about the "transfer process" 
while you were enrolled at the community college. Please indicate the extent to which you 
disagree or agree with each statement. 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Agree 
somewhat (3) 
Agree strongly 
(4) 
I researched 
various aspects 
of The 
University of 
Iowa to get a 
better 
understanding of 
the environment 
and academic 
expectations. (1) 
        
I knew what to 
expect at The 
University of 
Iowa in terms of 
academics. (2) 
        
I visited The 
University of 
Iowa campus to 
learn where 
offices and 
departments 
were located. (3) 
        
I spoke to 
academic 
counselors at 
The University 
        
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of Iowa about 
transferring and 
major 
requirements. (4) 
I visited the 
admissions 
office at The 
University of 
Iowa. (5) 
        
I spoke to 
former 
community 
college transfer 
students to gain 
insight about 
their adjustment 
experiences. (6) 
        
 
Q18 College Activities at your Community College: Course Learning     In your experience 
at your community college, how often did you do each of the following? 
 Never (1) Occasionally (2) Often (3) Very Often (4) 
Took detailed 
notes in class. 
(1) 
        
Participated in 
class 
discussions. (2) 
        
Tried to see how 
different facts 
and ideas fit 
together. (3) 
        
Thought about 
practical 
applications of 
the material. (4) 
        
Worked on a 
paper or project 
where I had to 
integrate ideas 
from various 
sources. (5) 
        
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Tried to explain 
the material to 
another student 
or friend. (6) 
        
 
Q19 Experiences with Faculty     How often did you do each of the following at your 
community college? 
 Never (1) Occasionally (2) Often (3) Very often (4) 
Visited faculty 
and sought their 
advice on class 
projects such as 
writing 
assignments and 
research papers. 
(1) 
        
Felt comfortable 
approaching 
faculty outside 
of class. (2) 
        
Asked my 
instructor for 
information 
related to a 
course I was 
taking (grades, 
make-up work, 
assignments, 
etc.). (3) 
        
Visited 
informally and 
briefly with an 
instructor before 
or after class. (4) 
        
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Discussed my 
career plans and 
ambitions with a 
faculty member. 
(5) 
        
Asked my 
instructor for 
comments and 
criticisms about 
my work. (6) 
        
 
Q20 Learning and Study Skills   To what extent do you agree or disagree that your academic 
experiences at your community college gave you the skills you needed to prepare you for the 
standards and academic rigor at The University of Iowa? 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Neutral (3) Agree 
somewhat (4) 
Agree 
strongly (5) 
Computer 
skills (1) 
          
Mathematical 
skills (2) 
          
Note taking 
skills (3) 
          
Problem 
solving skills 
(4) 
          
Reading 
skills (5) 
          
Research 
skills (6) 
          
Speaking and 
oral 
presentation 
skills (7) 
          
Test taking 
skills (8) 
          
Time 
management 
skills (9) 
          
Writing skills 
(10) 
          
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Q21 Transfer Capital. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
I sought out 
access to 
academic 
advisors at The 
University of 
Iowa prior to 
transfer to assist 
me in planning 
for transfer to 
the University of 
Iowa. (1) 
        
I made sure I 
understood the 
advice provided 
by my academic 
advisors 
regarding the 
transfer process. 
(2) 
        
The information 
that I received 
from the 
academic 
advisors at The 
University of 
Iowa was 
consistent with 
the information 
that I received 
from my advisor 
at my previous 
institution. (3) 
        
I made sure that 
I was aware of 
what was 
required of me 
prior to 
        
151 
 
transferring to 
the university. 
(4) 
 
Q22 Financial Mediators. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
Prior to 
transferring to 
The University 
of Iowa, I made 
sure I knew 
about the 
financial aid 
available to me 
as a transfer 
student. (1) 
        
The amount of 
financial aid that 
I received was a 
contributing 
factor in my 
decision to 
attend The 
University of 
Iowa. (2) 
        
While at my 
previous 
institution, I 
researched the 
availability of 
scholarship 
funds available 
specifically for 
transfer students 
at The 
University of 
Iowa. (3) 
        
Once at The 
University of 
Iowa, I had 
        
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access to 
scholarship 
funds to assist 
me in paying for 
my college 
education. (4) 
The amount of 
financial aid that 
I received at The 
University of 
Iowa was 
adequate. (5) 
        
I sought out the 
advice of 
financial aid 
office 
representatives 
at The 
University of 
Iowa prior to my 
transfer here. (6) 
        
 
Q23 Motivation. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 
 Strongly 
disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
I anticipate that 
I will re-enroll 
at The 
University of 
Iowa next year. 
(1) 
        
I have declared 
a major at The 
University of 
Iowa. (2) 
        
I plan to 
graduate from 
The University 
of Iowa. (3) 
        
I have a strong         
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desire to be 
successful in 
college. (4) 
I have the skills 
and ability 
necessary for 
success in 
college. (5) 
        
 
Q24 To what degree: 
 1 (Slight) (1) 2 (2) 3 (Moderate) 
(3) 
4 (4) 5 (Strong) 
(5) 
Were you 
satisfied with 
the academic 
advising 
provided to 
you by The 
University of 
Iowa staff 
while you 
were enrolled 
at your 
previous 
college? (1) 
          
Did you use 
the campus 
and student 
resources at 
The 
University of 
Iowa prior to 
beginning 
classes at The 
University of 
Iowa to assist 
in your 
transition to 
the 
university? 
(2) 
          
Did you           
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utilize the 
information 
provided on 
the degree 
audit by The 
University of 
Iowa at the 
end of each 
semester to 
aid you in 
achieving 
your goals at 
your previous 
institution? 
(3) 
 
Q25 Did you attend transfer orientation at The University of Iowa? (Check only one.) 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Please rank the following reasons why... 
Q26 To what degree: 
 Not at all 
satisfied (1) 
Slightly 
satisfied (2) 
Satisfied (3) Extremely 
satisfied (4) 
Did transfer 
orientation 
prepare you for 
meeting the 
expectations of 
life at The 
University of 
Iowa? (1) 
        
Were you 
satisfied with the 
academic 
advising you 
received at 
transfer 
orientation? (2) 
        
 
155 
 
Q27 If you attended transfer orientation, how helpful was the orientation program in 
facilitating your transition to the University of Iowa? (Check only one.) 
 Very unhelpful (1) 
 Somewhat unhelpful (2) 
 Somewhat helpful (3) 
 Very helpful (4) 
Q28 Please rank the following reasons why you chose to begin your education at a 
community college (rank 1 to 8) with one being the most important reason, two the next most 
important, and so on.[1 = most important; 8 = least important] 
______ Financial aid/scholarship (1) 
______ Lower cost/tuition than 4-year institution (2) 
______ Proximity to family/friends (3) 
______ Proximity to employment (4) 
______ Type of course offerings (online vs. in-person) (5) 
______ Programs offered at the community college (6) 
______ Uncertainty about area of study/future career field (7) 
______ Other (please specify) (8) 
Q29 Please specify for other in question above, if applicable. 
Q31 University of Iowa Experiences   The purpose of this section is to obtain information 
about your current experiences at The University of Iowa.   About how many hours a week 
do you spend working on a job for pay? (Check only one.) 
 None, I don't have a job. (1) 
 1 to 10 hours (2) 
 11 to 15 hours (3) 
 16 to 20 hours (4) 
 21 to 30 hours (5) 
 more than 30 hours (6) 
Q32 What is the most important reason for attending The University of Iowa? 
 To obtain a bachelor's degree (1) 
 To gain skills necessary to enter a new job or occupation (2) 
 To pursue graduate or professional school (3) 
 To satisfy a personal interest (cultural, social) (4) 
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Q33 Listed below are some reasons that might have influenced your decision to attend The 
University of Iowa.  How important was each reason in your decision to come here? 
 Not important 
(1) 
Somewhat 
important (2) 
Important (3) Very important 
(4) 
The University of 
Iowa has a very good 
academic reputation. 
(1) 
        
The University of 
Iowa has a very good 
reputation for its 
social activities. (2) 
        
I was offered 
financial assistance. 
(3) 
        
The University of 
Iowa has affordable 
tuition. (4) 
        
Academic 
counselor(s) at my 
previous college 
advised me. (5) 
        
A friend suggested 
attending. (6) 
        
A University of Iowa 
representative 
recruited me. (7) 
        
The University of 
Iowa's graduates 
gain admission to top 
graduate/professional 
schools. (8) 
        
The University of 
Iowa's graduates get 
good jobs. (9) 
        
The University of 
Iowa's ranking in 
national magazines. 
(10) 
        
Parents 
recommended that I 
        
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attend the University 
of Iowa. (11) 
My 
brother(s)/sister(s) 
attended the 
University of Iowa. 
(12) 
        
Convenience and 
location. (13) 
        
Size of the 
University of Iowa. 
(14) 
        
Cost of the 
University of Iowa. 
(15) 
        
 
Q34 College Activities at The University of Iowa (Course Learning)   During the past year at 
The University of Iowa, about how often did you do each of the following? 
 Never (1) Occasionally (2) Often (3) Very Often (4) 
Took detailed 
notes in class. 
(1) 
        
Participated in 
class 
discussions. (2) 
        
Tried to see how 
different facts 
and ideas fit 
together. (3) 
        
Thought about 
practical 
applications of 
the material. (4) 
        
Worked on a 
paper or project 
where I had to 
integrate ideas 
from various 
sources. (5) 
        
Tried to explain         
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the material to 
another student 
or friend. (6) 
 
Q35 Experience with Faculty. During the past year at the University of Iowa, about how 
often did you do each of the following? 
 Never (1) Occasionally (2) Often (3) Very Often (4) 
Visited faculty 
and sought their 
advice on class 
projects such as 
writing 
assignments and 
research papers. 
(1) 
        
Felt comfortable 
approaching 
faculty outside 
of class. (2) 
        
Asked my 
instructor for 
information 
related to a 
course I was 
taking (grades, 
make-up work, 
assignments, 
etc.). (3) 
        
Visited 
informally and 
briefly with an 
instructor before 
or after class. (4) 
        
Discussed my 
career plans and 
ambitions with a 
faculty member. 
(5) 
        
Asked my 
instructor for 
comments and 
        
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criticisms about 
my work. (6) 
 
Q36 General Perceptions of The University of Iowa The following are statements about your 
general perceptions, adjustment process, and opinion of your overall satisfaction at The 
University of Iowa.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree. 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Agree 
somewhat (3) 
Agree strongly 
(4) 
University of 
Iowa faculty are 
easy to 
approach. (1) 
        
University of 
Iowa faculty 
tend to be 
accessible to 
students. (2) 
        
It was difficult 
learning the "red 
tape" when I 
started. (3) 
        
Because I am a 
"community 
college transfer," 
most students 
tend to 
underestimate 
my abilities. (4) 
        
Because I am a 
"community 
college transfer," 
most faculty tend 
to underestimate 
my abilities. (5) 
        
There is a stigma 
at The 
University of 
Iowa among 
students for 
having started at 
a community 
        
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college. (6) 
Generally, 
students are 
more concerned 
about "getting 
the grade" 
instead of 
learning the 
material. (7) 
        
Many students 
feel like they do 
not "fit in" on 
this campus. (8) 
        
Professors are 
strongly 
interested in the 
academic 
development of 
undergraduates. 
(9) 
        
Most students 
are treated like a 
"number." (10) 
        
Student services 
are responsive to 
student needs. 
(11) 
        
If students 
expect to benefit 
from what The 
University of 
Iowa has to 
offer, they have 
to take the 
initiative. (12) 
        
I feel the courses 
I have taken at 
the University of 
Iowa have been 
interesting and 
worthwhile. (13) 
        
The University         
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of Iowa is an 
intellectually 
stimulating and 
often exciting 
place to be. (14) 
I would 
recommend to 
other transfer 
students to come 
to the University 
of Iowa. (15) 
        
 
Q37 Adjustment Process. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statements. 
 Disagree 
strongly (1) 
Disagree 
somewhat (2) 
Agree 
somewhat (3) 
Agree strongly 
(4) 
Adjusting to the 
academic 
standards or 
expectations at 
The University 
of Iowa has been 
easy. (1) 
        
Adjusting to the 
social 
environment at 
The University 
of Iowa has been 
easy. (2) 
        
I often feel 
overwhelmed by 
the size of the 
student body. (3) 
        
Upon 
transferring I felt 
alienated at The 
University of 
Iowa. (4) 
        
I am very 
involved with 
social activities 
        
162 
 
at the University 
of Iowa. (5) 
I am meeting as 
many people and 
making as many 
friends as I 
would like at 
The University 
of Iowa. (6) 
        
The large classes 
intimidate me. 
(7) 
        
It is easy to find 
my way around 
campus. (8) 
        
My level of 
stress increased 
when I started at 
The University 
of Iowa. (9) 
        
I experienced a 
dip in my grades 
(GPA) during 
my first semester 
at The 
University of 
Iowa. (10) 
        
It is easy to 
make friends at 
The University 
of Iowa. (11) 
        
I feel 
comfortable 
spending time 
with friends that 
I made at the 
community 
college I 
attended. (12) 
        
I feel more 
comfortable 
making friends 
        
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with transfer 
students than 
non-transfers. 
(13) 
There is a sense 
of competition 
between/among 
students at the 
University of 
Iowa that is not 
found in 
community 
colleges. (14) 
        
 
Q38 College Satisfaction. Please rate your satisfaction with each of the aspects of campus 
life listed below. 
 Very 
dissatisfied 
(1) 
Dissatisfied 
(2) 
Satisfied (3) Very 
satisfied (4) 
Not 
applicable 
(5) 
Sense of 
belonging at 
The 
University of 
Iowa. (1) 
          
Decision to 
transfer to 
The 
University of 
Iowa. (2) 
          
Overall 
quality of 
instruction. 
(3) 
          
Sense of 
community 
on campus. 
(4) 
          
Academic 
advising. (5) 
          
Career 
counseling 
          
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and advising. 
(6) 
Student 
housing. (7) 
          
Courses in 
your major 
field. (8) 
          
Financial aid 
services. (9) 
          
Amount of 
contact with 
faculty. (10) 
          
Opportunities 
for 
community 
service. (11) 
          
Job 
placement 
services for 
students. (12) 
          
Class size. 
(13) 
          
Interaction 
with other 
students. (14) 
          
Ethnic/racial 
diversity of 
the faculty. 
(15) 
          
Leadership 
opportunities. 
(16) 
          
Overall 
college 
experience. 
(17) 
          
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Q39 Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. When 
faced with a problem or difficult situation at school, typically: 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
I think about 
how I might best 
handle the 
problem. (1) 
        
I make a plan of 
action. (2) 
        
I try to come up 
with a strategy 
about what to 
do. (3) 
        
I think hard 
about what steps 
to take to 
resolve the 
problem. (4) 
        
I try to get 
emotional 
support from 
friends and 
family. (5) 
        
I discuss my 
feelings with 
someone. (6) 
        
I talk to 
someone about 
how I feel. (7) 
        
I act as though it 
hasn't happened. 
(8) 
        
I refuse to 
believe that it 
happened. (9) 
        
I say to myself 
"this isn't real." 
(10) 
        
I let my feelings 
out. (11) 
        
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I feel a lot of 
emotional 
distress and I 
find myself 
expressing these 
feelings. (12) 
        
I get upset and 
let my emotions 
out. (13) 
        
I skip class. (14)         
I reduce the 
amount of effort 
I put into 
solving the 
problem. (15) 
        
I give up trying 
to reach my 
goal. (16) 
        
 
Q40 Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree 
(4) 
It is difficult 
making friends 
at The 
University of 
Iowa. (1) 
        
I have a lot in 
common with 
the other 
students in my 
classes. (2) 
        
I feel a sense of 
belonging within 
the university. 
(3) 
        
I have a close 
friend or 
classmate whom 
I can turn to if I 
        
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need support. (4) 
I have a lot of 
friends at The 
University of 
Iowa. (5) 
        
If I have to miss 
class, I have 
someone who 
will share their 
notes with me. 
(6) 
        
I often eat lunch 
with other 
classmates. (7) 
        
I am invited to 
social gatherings 
outside of class. 
(8) 
        
I am involved in 
on-campus 
events and 
activities. (9) 
        
 
Q41 How many hours per week do you spend preparing for class at The University of Iowa? 
 0 (1) 
 1 to 5 (2) 
 6 to 10 (3) 
 11 to 15 (4) 
 16 to 20 (5) 
 21 to 25 (6) 
 26 to 30 (7) 
 More than 30 (8) 
Q42 What factors helped you adjust to The University of Iowa? Please explain what factors 
contributed to your successful transfer (or unsuccessful transfer) to The University of Iowa. 
Feel free to include factors at both your community college at The University of Iowa. 
Q43 What might the community college have done to enhance your success or ease the 
transition to The University of Iowa? 
Q44 If you could give some advice to community college students who will be transferring to 
The University of Iowa, what would that advice be? 
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Q45 What have we NOT asked that you would like us to know about your experiences at the 
community college or The University of Iowa? 
Q46 Gender 
 Male (1) 
 Female (2) 
 Transgender (3) 
Q47 What is your age? 
 17 or younger (1) 
 18 (2) 
 19 (3) 
 20 (4) 
 21 (5) 
 22 (6) 
 23 (7) 
 24 (8) 
 25 (9) 
 26 (10) 
 27 (11) 
 28 (12) 
 29 (13) 
 30 (14) 
 31 (15) 
 32 (16) 
 33 (17) 
 34 (18) 
 35 (19) 
 36 (20) 
 37 (21) 
 38 (22) 
 39 (23) 
 40 (24) 
 41 (25) 
 42 (26) 
 43 (27) 
 44 (28) 
 45 (29) 
 46 (30) 
 47 (31) 
 48 (32) 
 49 (33) 
 50 (34) 
 51 (35) 
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 52 (36) 
 53 (37) 
 54 (38) 
 55 or older (39) 
Q49 What is your ethnic background? Select all that apply. 
 African American or Black (1) 
 Asian American or Pacific Islander (2) 
 Hispanic or Latino/a (3) 
 Native American or Alaskan Native (4) 
 White (non-Hispanic) (5) 
 Other (6) ____________________ 
Q50 What was your first semester GPA at The University of Iowa? 
Q51 How many credit hours did you transfer to The University of Iowa from your 
community college? 
 1 to 15 (1) 
 16 to 29 (2) 
 30 to 44 (3) 
 45 to 59 (4) 
 60 to 74 (5) 
 75 to 89 (6) 
 90 to 104 (7) 
 105 to 119 (8) 
 120 or more (9) 
Q52 Which community college did you attend? 
 Northeast Iowa Community College (NICC) (1) 
 North Iowa Area Community College (NIACC) (2) 
 Iowa Lakes Community College (ILCC) (3) 
 Northwest Iowa Community College (NCC) (4) 
 Iowa Central Community College (ICCC) (5) 
 Marshalltown Community College (6) 
 Ellsworth Community College (7) 
 Hawkeye Community College (HCC) (8) 
 Eastern Iowa Community College (EICCD) (9) 
 Kirkwood Community College (KCC) (10) 
 Des Moines Area Community College (DMACC) (11) 
 Western Iowa Tech Community College (12) 
 Iowa Western Community College (IWCC) (13) 
 Southwestern Community College (SWCC) (14) 
 Indian Hills Community College (15) 
 Southeastern Community College (SCC) (16) 
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 Other (17) 
Q53 Did you complete an Associate of Arts (AA) degree? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
Q54 During which semester did you transfer to The University of Iowa? 
 Fall Semester 2010 (1) 
 Spring Semester 2011 (2) 
 Summer Semester 2011 (3) 
 Fall Semester 2011 (4) 
 Spring Semester 2012 (5) 
Q56 You've completed the Transfer Student Experience survey!  Click the next button to 
submit your responses.  You will then be re-directed to a form to enter a prize drawing to be 
eligible for one of 30 amazon gift cards.  
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APPENDIX E. EMAIL INVITATION 
Dear 
I am conducting a study that focuses on the experiences of transfer students at the University 
of Iowa. This research study consists of a brief web survey that asks about the experiences of 
transfer students both at the community college and at the University of Iowa. The main 
objective is to learn how well the University of Iowa and community colleges are meeting 
the needs of transfer students. The results of this study will help university and community 
college faculty and staff better understand the transfer experience, and to provide appropriate 
resources for student success. 
As a recent transfer student, you have been selected to participate in this study. Please take 
about 15 – 20 minutes to answer the questions on the web survey. Your responses will help 
us anticipate the needs of future transfer students and help faculty and staff to better serve 
you during the rest of your time at the University of Iowa. 
To thank you for your time and assistance, you will be entered into a drawing to win one of 
30 gift cards worth $25 each to amazon.com. Submit your completed survey on or before 
October 22, 2012 and you will be entered into a drawing to win one of the gift cards. If you 
are selected as one of the winners, you will be required to sign a receipt documenting receipt 
of the gift certificate. 
Your participation in this study is voluntary, and your willingness to participate will have no 
effect on your University of Iowa status. Your responses will remain confidential and 
secured, and your name will not be associated with the answers you provide. To ensure 
confidentiality, the data collected from the research study will be stored on a password 
protected computer and in a locked office. 
There are no foreseeable risks at this time from participating in this study. 
To access the survey, you must follow the instructions below: 
http://occrp.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_cDarYaav1uU471G 
When you click on the above link, you will be automatically logged onto the survey. Your 
participation is voluntary and you may skip any questions you don’t want to answer. Your 
responses will only be publicly reported as group data. (e.g. “20% of juniors said …”).  
At the close of the study, all unique identification (your email address) will be deleted, and 
your responses will be stored in a password protected computer.  Approval for this project 
has been granted by the Institutional Review Board. 
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CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by 
applicable laws and regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal 
government regulatory agencies, auditing departments at Iowa State University and The 
University of Iowa, and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and 
approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for quality 
assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality, all personal identifiers will be removed and all materials will be 
destroyed by September 1, 2019. If results are published, your identity will remain 
confidential. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. 
 For further information about this study contact Kristin Woods at 319-240-1948 or 
via email at kristin.michael.woods@gmail.com 
 If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related 
injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566. If you have difficulty 
accessing the web survey, please contact Kristin Woods at 
kristin.michael.woods@gmail.com or by phone at (319) 240-1948. 
Thank you for your time and attention and for supporting our efforts to improve the quality 
of undergraduate education for transfer students at The University of Iowa.  
Sincerely, 
Kristin Woods 
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APPENDIX F. FIRST EMAIL FOLLOW-UP INVITATION 
Dear 
Please do not forget to complete your online survey regarding your experiences as a transfer 
student at The University of Iowa.  
I am conducting a study that focuses on the experiences of transfer students at The University 
of Iowa. This research study consists of a brief web survey that asks about the experiences of 
transfer students both at the community college and at the University of Iowa. The main 
objective is to learn how well the University of Iowa and community colleges are meeting 
the needs of transfer students. The results of this study will help university and community 
college faculty and staff better understand the transfer experience, and to provide appropriate 
resources for student success. 
As a recent transfer student, you have been selected to participate in this study. Please take 
about 15 – 20 minutes to answer the questions on the web survey. Your responses will help 
us anticipate the needs of future transfer students and help faculty and staff to better serve 
you during the rest of your time at the University of Iowa. 
To thank you for your time and assistance, you will be entered into a drawing to win one of 
30 gift cards worth $25 each to amazon.com. Submit your completed survey on or before      
and you will be entered into a drawing to win one of the gift cards. If you are selected as one 
of the winners, you will be required to sign a receipt documenting receipt of the gift 
certificate. 
Your participation in this study is voluntary, and your willingness to participate will have no 
effect on your University of Iowa status. Your responses will remain confidential and 
secured, and your name will not be associated with the answers you provide. To ensure 
confidentiality, the data collected from the research study will be stored on a password 
protected computer and in a locked office. 
There are no foreseeable risks at this time from participating in this study. 
To access the survey, you must follow the instructions below: 
When you click on the above link, you will be automatically logged onto the survey. Your 
participation is voluntary and you may skip any questions you don’t want to answer. Your 
responses will only be publicly reported as group data. (e.g. “20% of juniors said …”).  
At the close of the study, all unique identification (your email address) will be deleted, and 
your responses will be stored in a password protected computer.  Approval for this project 
has been granted by the Institutional Review Board. 
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CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by 
applicable laws and regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal 
government regulatory agencies, auditing departments at Iowa State University and the 
University of Iowa, and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and 
approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for quality 
assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality, all personal identifiers will be removed and all materials will be 
destroyed by September 1, 2019. If results are published, your identity will remain 
confidential. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. 
 For further information about this study contact Kristin Woods at 319-240-1948 or 
via email at kristin.michael.woods@gmail.com 
 If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related 
injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566. If you have difficulty 
accessing the web survey, please contact Kristin Woods at 
kristin.michael.woods@gmail.com or by phone at (319) 240-1948. 
Thank you for your time and attention and for supporting our efforts to improve the quality 
of undergraduate education for transfer students at the University of Iowa.  
Sincerely, 
Kristin Woods 
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